‘this land of llberty Make us gla

The Senate met. at 9 a.m. and wa.s

called to order by the Acting President
pro. tempére (Mr. MeTcaLr).
. The Reverend _Howard Stone Ander-
son, D.D., minister, Hirst Congregatmnal
Tnited Church oi‘ Christ, Washington,
D.C., offered fhe followmg prayer:

O God, our help in ages past, our hope

for today and forever, give us thankful
‘hearts, humble minds and WlllS of rlght-

eous purpose.

Our fathers came across wide seas and
from strange shores and have given us
for our
heritage and grant that we neither grow
faint In faith nor fail in courage.

‘We confess our blindness, bitterness,
and donfusion. Buf we would earnestly
pursue and wage peace. Save us from
violence and discord, from pride and
arrogance, and from every evil way.

We pray for the Members of th1s Sen-
ate, for the President of the United
States and for all who share jn the lead-
ership of our Nation. Make us a united
people, serving Thee in holy fear and lov-

jng trust.

This we ask for Thy name’s sake.

. Amen,

"THE J OU'RNAL

Mr, MANSFIELD Mr., Presldent, I ask
unanimous ‘consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, June 29, 1970 be dispensed with.

The ACTIN‘..: PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore Without objectmn 1t 1s S0 ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
) SENATE SESSION |,

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. Pres1dent I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
be authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered

m—

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tex;n.—
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS)
is now recognized for not to exceed one-

‘half hour.

——m‘ - S~ -~
THE WAR IN g;ETEAM

Mr, I—IOLLINGS Mr, President, I speak

today amidst a rising crisis of confidence
in the Government of our Republic.
Tensions flare, passions erupt, and there
are angry demonstrations by thé rad-
ical left and the radical right., The vast

majority of Americans in the middle are _

cohfused—confused by the . simple-
minded rhetoric of extremism, confused
by a stalemated war in which military
strategy plays second fiddle to politics,
confused by an administration that

drifts from erisis to crisis without lead- ,
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ership and w1thout pohcy Every week
brings a new somersault, and after years
of such gymnastics, it is no wonder we
all feel a little bit dizzy.

From the time this war began I have
advocated military victory in Vietnam. I
protested day in and day out the timidity
with which the war was fought. I am
neither soothsayer nor prophet, but I be-
lieve the battle could have been won. So
do many in the military, along with mil-

lions of my countrymen. We had the

power but lacked the leadership, so in-

stead of makmg maximum use of our

mlhtary superiority, we_ enchamed our=-
selves in g policy of récognizing sanc-
tuaries, of failing to take the war to the
«enemy s home ground, and we frittered
away the power of the world’s mightiest
Nation, My constltuency knew where I
stood. Pres1dent Johnson knew where I
stood. Pre51dent Nixon knew where I
stood.

‘As Lord Parlmerston said over 100
years ago, “England has no permanent
friends; she has only permanent inter-
ests.” So. it is with America. We had be-

come 1nv01ved believed, in a just and

‘necessary war, a4 war to protect the in-

terests and the

commitments of the
‘United States.

e strategy of the Viet-

:.xcong and the North Vietnamese was as

ingidious in its own way as the Japanese
attack on Pearl Harbor, It was a three-
,phase strategy of mﬁltratmg the vil-
lages and hamlets of the South, then
‘beginning guerrilla operations, and
finally engaging in main force, uniformed

‘warfare, The only way to counter such

g strategy was to recognize that the war
was not confined to the South, but was to
spread over all of Indochina. Logically,

‘“then, we should have recoghized no

sanctuaries in Thailand, Cambodia, Laos
and, most 1mportant of all, North Viet-
nam.

Mr. President, in the spirit of sanmg
w1th1n the confines of the time limit

“provided me, I ask unanimous consent
- . to have printed in the REcorp at the con-

«©lusion of my remarks the message of
President Johnson to Congress of August
‘5, 1964, as well as the message when he
signed the congressivnal resolution on
Southeast Asia on August 10, 1964,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

" pote. Without objection, it is so ordered,

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in the
first phases of the war, President John-
son seems to have recognized this threat
to the larger strategic interests of the
United States. As he said in June of 1964,
there were four simple propositions be-
hind his move Into Vietnam:

1. America keeps her word. Here as else-
where, we must and shall honor our commit-
ments. .

2. The issue is the future of Southeast Asia

. as ¢ whole, A threat to any nation ih that re-

gion is a threat to all, and a threat to us.
8. Our purpose is peace. We have no mili-

tary, political; or territorial ambitions in the
area.

4. This ts not just e jungle war, dbut a
struggle for freedom on every front of human
activity. Our military and economic assist-
ance to South Vietnam and Laos in particular
has the purpose of helping these countries
to repel aggression and strengthen their
1ndependence

But as the months wore on, confusion
and uncertainty seeped into the adminis-
tration’s explanation of why we were in
Vietnam. The President sidestepped and
backstepped and waltzed around his
original understanding of the problem.
The commitment was reduced to one of
protecting the self-cdetermination of
South Vietnam and the larger problem
of Southeast Asia as a whole was con-
veniently pigeonholed. When Richard
Nixon became President, he too failed to
see the challenge we face.

Even more obvious is the fact that
neither Presidents Johnson nor Nixon
fought the war in such a way as to crush
the ageression hurled at us by North
Vietnam. After 6 years of intense battle
for a state not as large as our own State
of Missouri, there still remains at this
moment 215,000 enemy troops.

In June of 1969, President Nixon an-
nounced his withdrawal program, and in
September of that year said he would
accept a duly-elected Communist gov-
ernment in the South. I did not like it,
but a majority of the American people
believed that in the absence of victory it
was wise to withdraw. One week before
the Cambodian invasion the President

. announced his withdrawal program was

working so well that another 150,000
men could be sent home, Victory was no
longer in the cards. The policy that we
hawks fought for had no chance. Sc
rather than carry on a hopeless cause,
I went along. In the months after the
President announced his withdrawal
policy, most of us here in the Congress
did our best to help him carry it out. If
victory could not be had, withdrawal
was obviously imperative.

Then, in an atmosphere of crisis and
panie, the Presxdent went on television
to announce the invasion of neutral
Cambodia, American troops were sent
in. We made war for the first time, in
Cambodia, without consulting the Con-
gress. So the war 1s enlarged but to no
avail. We have gone into another coun-
try not to win or protect our larger in-
terests, but instead to fight with the
same limited goals, the same shackling
strategy. We are bogged down in Cam-
bodia without understanding that the
rules we play by are to no avail.

Make no mistake about it—the war
has been enlarged. In spite of all the
rosy, muddle-headed optimism of the
administration, in spite of the fact that
American ground forces are pulling back
this week, we are caught in a larger web
than ever. Today we are told that the
troops are out, we have pulled back. But
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we continue with our milltary aid to
Cambodia. Dur pilots still risk life and
limb in the skies over Cambodia. And

Lon Nol tells us he may ask our trocps
to come bhack. The deeper we sink into
this quagmire, the more elusive pesace
becomes. We are being sucked into cle-
fending still another remote Asiah coun-
try yet without the will to win. The facts
speak for themselves—we have just
turned ancther Nixon somersault. On
May 13 of this year, the Secretary of
State argued that we would not “become
militarily involved in bupport of the Lon
Nol government—or any other govern-
ment”’ in Phnom Penh. Then, just last
week, the Secrétary changed his tune
and stated that our bombing raids deep
in Cambodia have a dual purpose—to
help our troops and at the same time
serve the Cambodian Goovernment. When
the invasion began, President Nixon
warned us of Communist troops mass-
ing in eastern ‘Cambodia, poised to at-
tack. Yet Secretary Laird has since
admitted -that on that very day, Com-
munist forces were moving westward, “in
the other girection for the first tims.”
Why, it sounds like a replay of our orig-
inal involvement in Vietnam so many
years and lives ago. The same garbled
explantations, the same utter confusion,
the same lack of credibility. But we still
lack the will to win, the understanding
that there are nho sanctuaries in a war
such as this.

If we are not to have a military vic-
tory and if we refuse to glve the man on
the battlefield the command to win, then
why. spread our involvement to siill
another country? If the war is going to
be expanded, expand it into North Viet-
nam where it will do some good. But do
not let the President send more young
men—husbands, fathers, brothers and
sons—into the jungles shackled by a no-
win policy, With all the tons of rice and
supplies that have been supposedly cap-
tured, one afternoon’s bombing run over
Hanoi would have done the‘same thing
with few or no American casualties,

Since President Nixon took office nn
January ‘19, some 560,000 young Amer-
icans have been sent to Vietnam. That is
at the rate of about 35,000 a month. We
have all heard about the matter of with-
drawal, which we support. But while sorae
come home, others go over, and amidst
all the hopeful oratory of the admin-
istration, the fact remains that 560,000
men have been gent to Vietnam in the
past 16 months and have been put in the
field of battle for the first time in their
lives, Think of it-—well over half a mil-
lion of our finest young people in just 16
months, Sent to a war where we seek no
victory, fighting in a land where we are
now willing to accept a Communist gov-
ernment. Is it any wonder that Americans
are confused and angry? How much
longer must this senseless “Operation
Meatgrinder” go on?

When candidate Nixon was running
for the Presidency in 1968, he assured us
that he had a plan to end the war. I in-
terject at that particular point, Mr. Pres-
ident, to say that candidate Nixon never
ran on a ticket of withdrawal. Make no
mistake about that, to quote the Presi~
dent’s favorite saying
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Candidate Nixon ran on a plank of
victory. ‘

Gen. Mark Clark, of South Carolina,
was candidate Nixon's campaign man-
ager in our State. General Clark told the
people of South Carolma

I know the (zommunlsts Vice President
Nixon knows the Communists. And he knows
the threats of communism. He knows that
the Communists only understand the lan-
guage of foree.

General Clark said:

I remember when I was United Nations’
Commander and General Elsenhower became
President that he got on the telephone with
& command to move forward. And for 8
weeks, around the clock, we knocked the
socks off them.

General Clark added that after 8
weeks of this type of fighting, at 1 o’clock
or:e morning while in a trailer, he got a
call from the commander of forces in
North Vietnam who requested that they
meet at the conference table, Clark
knew how to deal with the Communists.
And the general, as Richard Nixon’s
campaign manager, assured us that
Nixon did, too. As Clark told the people:

I urge you to support candidate Nixon for
the Presidency, for Commander in Chiet, be-
cause he understands thresats and he under-
stands the only way to solve the problem.

That is the reason for & good bit of
the trauma in my section of the coun-
try. Our people believe in victory and
do not clearly see that administration
policy is no longer to seek such a victory.
South Carolinians are understandably
confused. There are 215,000 enemy troops
in Vietnam. There are 250,000 troops in
the sanctuarles of North Vietnam,
massed along the DMZ, while 270,000
North Vietnamese uniformed troops are
in Laos in the sanctuaries, not includ-
ing 48,000 Pathet Lao. There still re-
main 60,000 to 70,000 in Cambodia, al-
though we were told 40,000. But we are
in a policy of withdrawal, which is sim=~
ply and solely a policy of retreat.

However, the people back home whom
I represent do not believe that we are in
retreat at all, They still think we are
aiming for the victory that Cieneral Clark
said candidate Nixon would alm for as
President. When candidate Nixon was
running for President in 1968, he assured
us of that.

If anyone can see any plan, any con-
sistency in administration actions, I pray
the Lord that he stand up so that we
too be allowed tio see the light .

In December of 1969, President Nixon

signed into law the. Cooper-Church
amendment. This bill urged against fur-
ther involvement in Laos and Thailand,
and provided for orderly and constitu-
tional consultation between the executive
and legislative branches. Cambodia was
not included because of administration
statements that it was a sanctuary and
no action was contemplated there. We
were - told that the Cooper-Church
amendment was-—quoting the leaders on
the Senate floor from the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp—*‘definitely in line with admin-
istration policy’’ and that “the President
is pleased with the amendment and he
recognizes that it is in accordance with
his announced policy.”

So in December the President’s plan is
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to keep out of Cambodia; in April it is
to go in. In December it is to recognize
the constitutional role of Congress: in
April it is to ignore Congress.

In December it is administration policy
to retain the Gulf of Tonkin resolution,
to urge the Senate not to repeal it. On
March 12, 1970, comes further admin-
istration warning that repeal of Tonkin
would be unwise, that to have the meas-
ure repealed would set it motion adverse
reactions and results in all of Southeast
Asia with respect to President Nixon’s
commitments. But by June the President
turns another somersault by instructing
his spokesman on the Senate floor to
have the Tonkin resciution repealed.
The resolution suddenly became obsolete
in the administration’s thinking, it is
no longer needed.

When the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
was passed in 1964, President Johnson
stated that it was his responsibility un-
der the Constitution to scek congressional
approval for his policy. and he proudly
announced approval by & total House and
Senate vote of 502 to 2. In February of
this year, on CBS, President Johnson
stated that he never would have gone in
had he not been given the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution. Now, suddenly, the authori-
zation of Congress, the law of the land,
is obsolete.

Last week, I voted to keep the Tonkin
resolution on the books. It was, after all,
the only congressional authority that
the President had to fisht the war. De-

" spite all the high-faluting debates and

technical arguments, the fact remains
that Congress, and Congress alone, has
the power to declare war. We are in a
war—this is no police action, no spur-of-
the-moment emergency demanding a
quick response—not sinice our strugele
for independence nearly 200 years ago
have we fought a war as long as this one,
the longest war in our history, other
than the Revolution. Coungress declares
war, and to ignore Congress in fighting
this bloodbath is a flagrant example of
Executive usurpation.

The Constitution is c¢lear on this point,
the intent of the Founding Fathers is ob-
vious to all who have eves to read. Ar-
ticle I, section 8, clause 11, says that
Congress shall have the power to declare
war. Reread the records of the Constitu-
tional Convention in Philadelphia and
Yyou will quickly realize the framers’ in-
tention that Congress aione will decide
when this country shall 2o to war. When
it was suggested that perhaps the Pres-
ident should be cloasked with the war-
making responsibility, most of the dele-
gates were shocked.

Mr. President, I ask nnanimous con-
scnt to have printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks an article
which was published in vesterday’s News
and Currier of Charlestan, 8.C., entitled
“War Powers Debate Began with Found-
ing Fathers.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the so-
lution arrived at was that the President
was given the power of repelling an inva-
sion of America, as article 4, section 4,
provides, As Senator Sam ERVIN, the con-
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st1tutional authorlty of the Senate has
said:

The President of the United States has no
capacity, under the Constitution, to put the
United States at war in an offensive war—

that 1s, & war. which 18 not necessary fof
the defense of this cou;ntry———wfthout a dec-’
leration of war from tle Ccmgress or the

equlvalent of a Congressional declaration of
war, .

The 'Grulf of Tonkin 1esolutxon pe1 haps
provided that equivalent declaration of

war, but now the President seeks to strike
it from the books, and to carry on the

war as he chooses fit, with not so much
as 8 passing glance at the Constitution
or the Congress.

Ag Senator ERvIN has sa1d

I cannot view It as anything but intellec-

tual and constitutional schlzophrenia, that‘
the administration should stand here and.

ﬂght the Church- Cooper Amendment for all
these weeks and then make through its
. spokesman the proposal on the floor of the
Benate that the Senate repeal the only action
taken by Congress which gives the President
authority to use the Armed Forces of ‘this
country in combat ih Southeast Asia.

I come from a section of the. cou_ptry
. that has long prided itself on its opposi-
tion to too much Presidential power. 'The
South more than any section has stood
foursquare against an all-powerful Ex-
ecutive. We of the South had great hopes
that this administration Woulqi follow a

policy of strict constructionism, "And, at,

- first glance, the omens were gaod.

Court appointments suggested by the
President, such as Judge Clement
Haynsworth were well-advised and in
the fradition of strict constructionism. I
fought by the President’s side, hoping
that at long last we had a Chxef Execu-

tive. who sympathized with our beliefs,
But where is this strict construchion

when it comes to making war and to con-
sulting with the Congress?

When it comes to his Judlcxal appomt-"

ments, President Nixon wraps hlmseff in

the cloak of strict constructionism,
Which is good. But when it comes to his

duties with regard to the legislature, he
dons the mantle of monarchy., No
amount of Vice Presidential orafory can
now hide the fact that the Constitufion
is in grave danger. The Nixon adminis-
tration is defying not just the tradltmns
of the southland, but also the concerns

of thoughtful Americans all across this

Republic. I will not be a party to it, and
I.do not think my fellow countrymen are
about to be bamboozled either, .
“Let us wake up. The press goes, oft
halfcocked and bellows,

figor of this Chamher for the past 4
years, since T came to the Senate, and
pleaded ‘and begged for military victory
in Vietnam? Another paper bleats “Giv-
ing Aid and Comfort fo Hanoi,” Well, I

will tell you where I pitch my tent—in
the campground of the Constitution, in
the separation of powers that has pro-
tected us from Executive tyranny. And I

will tell you who I give aid and comfort
to—to those red-blooded Americans who,
have stood on the rock of the Constitu-

tion through good times and bad.

Approved For Release 2003/12/02 : CIA-RDP72'-00337R0003000"607002-8

odpinrie

“HoLLINGS,
;Pitches Tent in Peacenik Camp,” What
peacenik, 1ell me please, has stood on the
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"1 stand with that great patriot Dwight
Eisenhower, whom Richard Nixon eulo-

" glzes, but fails to heed. In March of 1954,

Eisenhower said, and I quote:

.There is going to be no involvement of
America in war unless 1t is the resylt of the
constitutional process that is placed upon
Congress to declare it. Now, let us have that
clear.

-That is what President Eisenhower,

who was then our Commander in Chief,

said,

I stand with John Foster Dulles, who
nobody ever called a peacenik, when he
told the French in 1954 that even a
single air strike to relieve Dienbienphu
could not be authorized by Eisenhower
“without action by Congress because to
do so was beyond the President’s consti~
tutional powers.”

And T stand with a young Membér of
the House in 1947 who said:

.The matters which have come before us
involving foreign policy generally have come
before us after the deed has been done. The
Congress has come in after the decision has
been made by our State Depa,rtment and by
the executive branch, )

The Congressman went on:

The question I should like to ask is this:
Does the gentleman not feel that a true
bipartisan foreign policy means that it must
be bipartisan in its inception and creation
as well as in its executlon?

-The concerned young lawmakel was
the Representative from California,
Richard Milhous Nixon, and the ques-
tlon that vexed him then is more perti-
nent than ever, Would that he still wor-
ried about it.

The issue we are debating is not the
President’s sincerity nor his devotion to
what he sees as the best interests of the
Nation. The question goes to the very
foundations of our system of govern-
ment, No one doubts that Harry S. Tru-
man acted out of noble patriotism when
he moved to repel Communist aggression
in Korea. No one doubts that, three Pres-
idents—Dwight D. Eisenhower, John F.
Kennedy, and Lyndon B. Johnson—ac-
celerated our involyement in Vietnam in
the dedicated belief that they were serv-
ing the cause of Americanism.

.Yet throughout the decade of the 1960’s
Presidents received one piece of bad ad-
vice after another—or at least ignored
the good advice, which I think is the
more accurate Judgment Unilateral pol-
icy decisions have beéen made in the
executive branch that time has always
quickly mocked. The voice of the people
has"not been heard. Instead, the Presi-
dent turned inward upon his oﬁice

“Checks and ‘balances and separation
of powers were written into the Consti-
tution to provide against this very thing.
The President must be protected from
his own isolation, from being stranded
on an island with his own small band
of advisers and confidants. He must be
shielded from the posslbihty of his own
misjudgment.

We see here not only the Const1tut10n
or the techmca,hty of the provision of
constitutional law, but the very reason
for this provision in the first place. It
was never proven better than by the war
in Cambodia and the war in Southeast
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Asia. Were it not for the Senate and
the action here on the Cooper-Church
améndmeént, the’ adrmmstra'tlon might
have been much slower in withdrawing
the troops from Cambodia. Time and
time again the President has fudged on
Cambodia. He has moved 100 miles in-
land with air power, which he said he
would never do. He said South Viet-
namese forces would pull out with us.
but they are still there,

The best of minds and the best of in-
tent continue to frustrate us, because
over the very policy to get us out buries
us deeper, When Senator STENNIS spoke
last month in opposition to the Tooper-
Church amendment he stated:

That fact is that, by the action we took
in Cambodia, we have not—I repeat, we
*have not—assumeéd or undertaken any new
‘national commitment whatsoever. We have
not committed ourselves to military sup-
port for the Cambodian government. Nor
have we promised shipments.of American
arms or committed ourselves to send military
advisers. I continue to oppose all of these
steps.

Yet here, as we close the debate, we
find that on behalf of the Commander in
Chief, the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee meets himself coming
around the corner. There is a new com-
mitment—not official—but certain it is
a moral one in that we have dragged
Cambodia into a hot war that she was
not prepared to fight. As we declared
against military support, the fact is at
this very moment the morning news
headlines military support for Cambodia.
Our pilots fly in their defense and we
state no promise of American arms, yet
$7.9 million in American arms are com-
mitted. As we say no military advisers
are committed for, a military mission of
17 has openhed up in Phnom Penh and
military advisers remain on with the
South Vietnam forces. So the need for
the Constitution, as well as its wisdo
at this hour, is manifest.

Were it not for the sction in this debate
we would be far more involved in South-
edst Asla, particularly Cambodia, than
ever before. That is the reason for this
constitutional provision.

The founders_of this country provided
a whole series of brilliant mechanisms to
protect the President from the pitfalls of
such mls.]udgment They did so not for
techmcal legalistic reasons, not to insure
that one group of politicians could hold
sway over another. They did so in order
that our policy would always be an Amer-
can policy-—arrived at not just by the
President, but by the people, their repre-
sentatives and the Chief Executive. And,
unless we get back on that track, and get
back o it soon, our contmuatmn as a
constitutional democracy is imperiled.

I will cast my vote in favor of the
Cooper-Church amendment. It is the
policy agreed on by Fresident and Con-
gress last December. I do so partly on
policy grounds—+to pull back from an un-
wise wldenlng of the war, an escalation
that can only delay our disengagement
from Southeast Asia.

No matter how many television talks
the President makes, no matter how
many hand-picked commissions he sends
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to Cambodia to obscure the issue, Presi-
dent Nixoh has erred. The Issue is not
military strategy, the issue Is the Constl-
tution. The-Constitution is alive and liv-
ing here in America. The stark trogedy
of it all is that the Constitution could
have saved him and spared us. So, I vote
also on constitutional grounds—to insure
the separation of powers and to discharge
'my oath to defend and'uphold the instru-
ment of our Government, :

And I do so for one other reason, Mr.
President—to build back into this great
Nation of ours & sensé of trust, of ‘cred-
ibility in the words and actions of our
Government, I believe very strongly that

the lack of this trust is at the root of

many -of the disturbances that trouble
our land. People just”"don’t feel them-
selves a part of government any more.
And when it comes t6 the forémost con-
cern of us all—the war in Vietnam-—-
they feel that the Congress is not a parf
of government anymore, that somehow
war is just & one-man game, I am not
just talking about the young. I am talk-
ing about young and old, northerner and
.southﬂrner, ecasterner and westerner.
There is no generation gap here—thera
is & credibility gap and beforé America
can go forward, that gap must be closed.
With 331,000 casualties, ho one man
should want to bear the burden of deci-
sion. Instead of apposing, the President
should be pleading for the support of the
Congress. And instead of avoiding its
constitutional burden, the Congress
should begin to bear it.

Today, Mr. President, we are mired
down in the mud and muck o¢f the jun-
gle as never before. Our foreign policy
is exhausted and our domestic institu-
tions are in grave danger. It does not
concern only a faroff war, it threatens
the very fabric of our'hational life, Twist
the Constitiition a little bit here, wrench
it a little there, and before long all the
safeguards which have served us so well
will perish. While trying to gain inde-
pendence 10,000 miles away, we will have
abandoned it here at home.

Bxurerr 1
PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE TO CONGnEss, AvcusT 5
To the Congress of the United States:

Liast night I announced to the Amecrican
people that the North Vietnamese regime
had conducted further deliberate attacks
against U.8. naval vessels operating in in-
ternational waters, and that I had therefore
directed air action agalnst gunboats and
supporting facilities used in these hostile
operations. This air action has now been
carried out with substantial damage to the
boats and facilities. Two U.S. aircraft were
lost in the action. .

After consultation with the leaders of
both pgrties in the Congréss, I further an-
wounced a decision to ask the Congress for
a resolution expressing the unity and de-
termination of the United States in sup-
porting freedom and in protecting peace in
southeast Asla.

‘These latest actlons of the North Viet-
namese regime have given a new and grave
turn to the already serious situation in
southeast Asia. Our commitments In that
area are well known to the Congress. They
were first made in 1954 by President Elsen-
hower. They were further deflned in the
Southeast Asta Collective Defense Treaty ap-
proved by the Senate in February 1955,

This treaty with s accompanying pro-
tocol obligates the United States and other

*
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members to act In accordance with their
constitutional processes to meet Communist
aggression against any of the parties or pro-
tocol states.

our policy In southeast Asia has been con-
sistent and unchaaged since 19654. I summa-
rized it on June 2 in four simple propositions:

1. America keers her word. Here as else-
where, we must and shall honor our com-
mitments.

2. The issue is the future of southeast Asio
as a whole, A threat to any nation in that
region is a threat to all, and a threat to us.

3. OQur purpose is peace. We Lave no mili-
tary, political, or territorial ambkitions in the
Ares.

4. This is not just a jungle war, but «
struggle for freedom on every front of hu-
man aetivity. Our military and economic as-
sistance to South Vietnam and Laos in par-
ticular has the purpose of helping thesc
countries to repel aggression and strengthen
their independence.

The threal to the free nations of south-
east Asias hes long been clear. The Norih
Vietnamese reginic has constanily sought to
take over South Vietnam and Laos. This
Communist regime has violated the Geneva
accords for Vietnam. It has systematically
conducted a campaign of subversion, which
includes the direction, training, and supply
of personnel and arms for the conduct of
guerrilla warfare in South Vietnamese ter-
ritory. In Laos, the North Vietnamese regime
has maintairied military forces, used Laotian
territory for Infiltration into South Viet-
nam, and most recently carried out combat
operations—all i1n direct violation of the
Geneva agreements of 1962,

In recent rmontks, the actions of the North
Viethamese regime have hecome steadily
more threatening. In May, following new
acts of Communist aggression in Laos, the
United States wundertook reconnalssance
flights over Laotlan terrttory, at the request
of the Government of Laos. These flights
had the essential mission of determining the
situation in territory where Communist
forces were preventing inspection by the In-
ternational Control Commission. When the
Communists attacked these aircraft, I re-
sponded by furnishing escort fighters with
instructions to fire when fired upon, Thus,
these latest North Vietnamese attacks on our
naval ‘vessels sre not the first direct attack
on armed forces of the United States,

As President of the United States I have
concluded that I should now ask the Con-
gress, on its part, to join in afirming the
national determination that all such attacks
will be met, and that the United States will
continue in its busic policy of assisting the
free nations of the area to defend their free-
dox.

As I have repea.tedly made clear, the
United States Intends no rashness, and seeks
no wider war. We must make it clear to all
that the United States is united in its deter-
mination to bring about the end of Com-
munist “subversion and aggression in the
ares, We seek the full and effective restora-
tion of the international agreements signed
in CGeneva in 19564, with respect to South
Vietnam, and again in Geneva in 1962, with
respect to Lsos.

I recommend a resolution expressing the
support of the Congress for all necessary ac-
tion to protect our Armed Forces and to as-
slst nations covered by the SEATO Treaty. At
the same thme, I assure the Congress that wa
shall continue readily to explore any avenues
of political solution that will effectively

" guarantee the removal of Communist sub-

version and the preservation of the inde-
pendence of the mations of the area.

The resolution could well be based upon
similar resolutions enacted by the Congress
in the past—to meet the threat to Formosa
in 19556, to meet the threat to the Middle
East in 1967, and to meet the threat in
Cuba in 18632, It could state in the simplesi
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terms the resolve and support of the Con-
gress for saction to deal appropriately with
attacks against our Armed Foreces and to
defend freedom and preserve peace in south-
east Asia in accordance with the obligations
of the United States under the Southeast
Asia Treaty. I urge the Congress to enact
such a resolution prompfly and thus to give
convincing evidence to ihe aggressive Com-
munist nations, and to the world as a whole,
that our policy in southesst Asia will be
carried forward---and that the peace and se-
curity of the area will be preserved.

The. events of this weei would In any
event have made the passege of a congres-
sional resclution essential. But there is an
additional reason for doing so at a time
when we are entering on 8 months of polit-
ical campaigning. Hostile natlons must un-
derstand that in such 8 period the United
States will continue to prouset its natlonal
interests, and that in these matters there is
no division among us.

LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

T WHITE House, August 5, 1964.

PRESIDENT SiGNS CONGRESSIONAL RESOLUTION
ON SOUTHEAST ASIA
(Remarks by President Johnson)

My fellow Americans, 1 week ago, half a
world away, our natlon w:g faced by the
challenge of deliberate and unprovoked acts
of aggression In Southeast Asia. The cause
of peace clearly requiréed that we respond
with & prompt and unmistakable reply.

As Commander in Chief, the responsibllity
was mine—and mine alone, I gave the orders
for that reply, and it has been glven,

But, as President, there rested upon me

_still another responsibility—-the responsibil-

ity of submitting our course to the repre-
sentatives of the people for them to verify
it or veto 1t. T directed that to be done last
Tuesday, t00.

Within 24 hours, the resolution before me
now had been placed befors each House of
Congress. In each House, the resolution was
promptly examilned in committee and re-
ported for action. In each House, there fol-
lowed free and serious debate, In each House,
the resolution was d on Friday last-—
with & total of 502 votes in support and 2
opposed. ’

Thus, today, our course is clearly known
in every land. There can be no mistake—-no
miscaleulation—of where America stands or
what this generation of Americans stand for,
The unanimity of the Congress reflects the
unanimity of the country,

This resolution is short. i Is straightfor-
ward. I hope it will be read around the world.
‘The position of the United States 13 stated
plainly,

To any armed attack upon cur forces, we
shall reply.

To any in Southeast Asia who ask for help
in defending their freedom. we shall give it.

In that region, there is nothing we covet,
nothing we seek—mno territory, no military
position, no political ambition. Qur one de-
sire-—our one determination—is that the
people of Southeast Asia be left in peace to
work out their own destinies in their own
way.

This resolution stands squarely within the
four courners of the Constitution of the
United States It is clearly consistent with
the principles and purposes of the Charter
of the United Natlons.

This is another new page i1 the oustanding
record. of accomplishment the 8ith Congress
i3 writing.

Americans of all parties and philosophies
can be Justly proud and justly grateful:
proud that democracy has once again dem-
onstrated its capacity to act swiftly and
decisively against aggressors; grateful that
there is in our National Government under-
standing, accord, and unity between the ex-
ecutive and the legislative brenches—with-
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put regard to partisanship. This is a great

strength that we must preserve.

. This resolution confirms and reinforces
- powers of the Presidency. I pledge fo all
Ametricans to use those powers with all the
wisdom and judgment God grants to rie.

Tt is everlastingly right that we shbould
ne resolute in reply to aggression and stead-
tast in support of our friends.

But it is everlastingly necessary that our
actlons should be careful and méasured. We
are the most powerful of all nations—wé
must strive also to be the most responsible
of nations. o

80, in this spirit, and with this pledge, 1
now sign this resolution. )

——
EXHIBIT 2
[From the Charleston (8.C.) News &
Courier, June 29, 1970]
War POWERS DEBATE BEGAN WITH FOUNDING
. FATHERS _ . o

(EpIToR's Nore—The Serate’s vote Tues-
day on the question of who has the power to
wage war is but another step in a debate
that began with the Founding Fathers 183
years ago. The following article traces the
development of the issue during the history
of this nation.) '

-~ (By Don Mcleod)

_ WasHINGTON.—The framers of the Consti-
tution Intended that Congress would decide
when this country should go to war. The
president’s war powers were to be those of
& super general or admiral, ’ )

The Founding Fathers were as concerned
over where the war poweis should lie as the
genators now dehating the subject of con-
‘stitutional authority. )

They haggled over the difference between
*mpking” war and “declaring” war, feared
& powerful executive who might start war
on his own, and reached a compromise that
gerved for a cehtury before being eroded by
apgressive presidents. I

When the subject came up at the Constitu~
$ional Convention in Philadelphia, Pierce
Butler of South Carolina suggested glving
the war making authority to the president.

e was for vesting the power ih the

president,” noted James Madisonri, “who will

have all the requisite qualities, and will not
make war but when the nation will support
1t‘” 3 N
FElbridge Gerry of Massachusetts was
shocked. ’ :
“Mr. Gerry never expected to hear in a
_ republic a motion to empower the executive
alone to declare war,” Madison added to his
notes.
Roger Sherman of Connectlcut finally sug-
gested the solution that prevafled: “The ex-
ecutive should be able to repel and not to
commence war.” ‘ o
When the delegates were done, Congress
weas given sole power to “provide for the
common defense . . . to declare war'. .. to
ralse and support armies . .. to provide and
maintain a navy.” ) T
“The President,” says the Constitution,
“ghgll be commander in chief of the army
and navy of the United States, and of the
militla of the several states, when called
into. the actual service of the “United
States , . .” -
When Thomas Jefferson, then minister to
Paris, heard of the arrangement, he rejoiced
that the legislative branch would “hold In
leash the dogs of war.” But as president, he
would be among the first to stretch the rule.
As the convention progréssed In the sum-
mer of 1787 Butler began to have reservations
about the power being given the chief execu-
tive, ‘
“Why might not a Cataline or a Cromwell
arise In this country as well as in ofheérs?” he
asked the gonventlon, =~ = 0 77
Having overthrown the rule of a king,

young America feared monarchy and was

reluctant to cede to a president executive
powers traditionally ascribed to kings,
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Early in the convention, the delegates in
Independénce Hall took up a draft resolution
that would have given the new chief execu-

‘tive the powers then held by the Continental

Congress.

Charles Coatsworth Pinckney, advocate of
a vigorous executive, rose to share his con-
cern that “the executive powers of Congress
might extend to peace and war, which would
render the executive a monarchy, of the

_worst kind, to wit an elective one.”

“Madison agreed that the executive powers
should be restricted. They should not, he
said, “include the rights of war and peace.
Lest “we shall have the evils of elective
monarchies . . . )

It was at first proposed to vest the sole
power of making peace or war in the Senate,”
Butler reported to the South Carolina legis-
1ature, “but this was objected to as inimical
to the genius of the republic, by destroying
the necessary balance they were anxious to
preserve. e i

“Some gentlemen were inclined to give this
power to the President; but it was objected
to, as throwing into his hands the influence
of a monarch, having an opportunity of in-
volving his country in a war whenever he
wished to promote her destruction.”

The general field of foreign relations and
{reaty making were included in the concern.

“The history of human conduct,” Alex-
ander Hamilton observed, “does not warrant
that exalted opinion of human virtue which
would make it wise in & nation to commit
interests of so delicate and momentous a
kind as those which concern its intercourse
with the rest of the world to the sole dis-

"pcsal ‘of a maglstrate, created by cilrecum-

stances, as would be a president of the United
States.” o :

The convention began its solutlon by de-
fining and dividing authority according to
the role ascribed to the branches of govern-

"ment and providing overlapping controls.

" The Congrefs, traditional voice of the peo-
ple, would Initiate war; the president, as
chief exécutive, would administer it. The
;ii;esldent. a8 the administrator, would han-

“dle diplomatic chored, but the treaties he

negotiated would be subjected to legislative
approval. o i
The right of one branch to question the

" acts of another was not only permitted, it

was required. As Madison explained in the
Fedefalist Papers, “unless these departments
be so Tar connected and blended as to give
to each a constitutional confrol over the
others, the degree of separation which the
mazxim requires as essential to a free govern-
ment, can never In practice, be duly main-

' tained.”

Thée war-making clause initially considered
by the convention read that Congress would
have the power ‘“to make war.” But to define

" the Tunction more keenly and separate 1t

from the executive’'s task, the phrase was
modified on a motion by Madison and Gerry

- to substitute the word “declare.”

It was understood that, while the legisla-
ture should make the decision, leading the
war effort was deflnitely a Job for a single
strong hand, not a debating legislature.

“The direction of war implies the direction
of the common strength,” Hamilton declared
in support of the arrangement, “and the
power of directing and employing the com-
mon strength, forms an usual and essential
part in the definition of the executive au-
thority.”

Hamilton’s proposed constitution would
Havé defined the president’s role as “‘to have
the direction of war when authorized or
Begun,” Although the wording is less pre-
¢ise "In the finished product, this was evi-
&ently the meaning the convention intended.
" Tt would amount to nothing more than

" “the supreme command and direction of the
- fhllftary “and naval forces, as first general

and admiral of the confederacy,” Hamilton
explained.

Sq clear to the delegates was this pleture
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of the president as director of war opera-
tions, or general of troops and admiral of
fleets, that it caused some concern.

As the conventlon nearcd a conclusion,
Madison and Butler strove to add another
check to the president’s power over war. They
moved to authorize a concurrence of two-
thirds of the Senate to make peace treaties,
without the concurrence of the president.

“The President,” Madison said, “would nec~
essarily derive so much power and impor-

“tance from a state of war that he might be

tempted, iIf authorized, to impede a treaty of
peace.”

But the motion failed. Nathaniel Gorham,
a Boston merchant but experienced In gov-
ernment as president of the Continental
Congress, pointed out that “The means of
carrying on the war would not be in the
hands of the president but of the legisla-
ture.”

Here was the clincher. Congress would
hold the purse-strings, and thereby could
stop any president from waging war against
the will of the legislature.

Although Madison and Sherman had sug-
gested that the power to repel sudden at-
tacks be left to the president, this power was
not specifically granted in the Constitution,
which stipulates that Congress shall hold
the power “to repel invasions.”

However, since the convention debate in-
dicates it was intended that the president
should have this authority it has been as-
sumed that he does. In the 20th century this
has come to the right to push the nuclear
button in defense—but mot in offense.

“Yet after all,” Butler wrote, “I am free
to acknowledge that his powers are full
great, and greater than 1 was disposed to

“make them.

“Nor, between us, do I belleve they would
have been so great had not meny of the
members cast their eyes toward General
Washington as president; and shaped their
ideas of the powers to be given to a presi-
dency, by their opinlons of his virtue.”

Washington did not disappoint them. But
two centuries of actual practice in war and
peace have seen presidents assuming more
and more of the war-making prerogative.

" 'The drift from the carefully lald rules
came over the word “declare”—an issue at
the heart of the numerous lawsuits currently
attacking the war in Vietnam.

The first war the new republic fought was
undeclared. For almost three years, begin-
ning in late 1798, the United States waged &
naval war with France without a formal
declaration. !

But Congress did authorize the actions
takenn against France by President John
Adams, and all concerned were satisfied that
the arrangement was constitutional.

Since the framers had used the word
“declare” primarily to differentiate between
the inltiation and the administration of war,
1t was assumed that congressional permission
was all that was required.

Still, the absence of a declaration is used
today by some to challenge the legality of
Vietnam war and by others to support the
theory that a president can make war with-
out Congress. Neither was considered the
case at the time.

Jefferson established another precedent
when he sent a fleet to the Mediterranean
in 1801 to protect American shipping from
Barbary pirates. It was assumed no declara-
tion of war was needed for a defensive action.
His action set a precedent that led during the
19th century to an assumption that presi-
dents had the power to protect American
lives and property overseas,

Similarly the practice of hot pursuit and
the view that presidents have authority to
initiate hostilities to protect U.8, troops be-
came traditions not specifically legalized by
the Constitudents * * * and congresses fol-
lowed the system of the Founding Fathers
rather closely until the dawn of this war-
filled century.
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A signal of changing times came in 1900
when Prestdent Willlam McKinley, contend-
ing that he had authority to protect Ameri-
can lives, sent troops into Chine to help
crush the Boxer rebellion.

‘The door had been opened, and Theodore
Roosevelt, who succeeded McKinley, rushed
through it.

Roosevelt boasted he would “not dream’
of seeking congressional permission for his
Caribbean interventions. A legislature, he
believed, was “not well fitted for the shaping
of foreign policy.”

Furthermore, sald Roosevelt, he felt
obliged to set precedentis ‘“which successors
may follow even if they are unwilling to take
the inltiative themselves.”

And Roosevelt’s precedent, illegal or not,
has been followed, right doewn to President
Lyndon B, Johnson’s armed intervention in
the Dominican Republic as late as 1066.

President Woodrow Wilson asked congres-
stonal permission to use aried force to re-
dress grievances felt by the United States
over & comic opera incident between U.S.
sallors and Mexican authgritigs at Tampico
in 1914. However, hearing of a new develop~
ment, Wilson rushed In his troops o seize
Vera Cruz without walting for Congress to
act

Wilson’s more ardent supporters in the
Senate sought something similar to the Gulf
of Tonkin Resolution. It didn't pass and the
ocoupation forces were withdrawn after a
short stay. But two years later, Wilson acted
on his own again, sending General John J.
Pershing into Mexico after the bandit Pancho
Villa,

Wilson also stretched the presidential war
powers by sending American troops to Rus-
sia in 1818—after the new revolutionary gov-
ernment had made peace with Germany—in
a futfle effort at reopening the Eastern front.

‘When President Harry S, Truman plunged
the United States into the Korean War as a
“police action” he consulted congressional
leaders but almost entirely on hig own, with-
out official authorization from Congress.

When President Dwight D, Eisenhower sent
American soldiers to Vietnam as advisers and
when President John F. Kennedy increased
the numbers, they acted independently.

But when Johnson committed U.S. troops
to’'the battle in number in 1964 uncler the
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, e was acting by
congressional sauthorization just as John
Adams had 1n. 1798. .

' ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous prder, the Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. Sroxc) is rec-
ognized.

Mr, SPONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the majority leader without losing any
of the time previously allotted to e for
this morning, )

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. ' Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, X ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
to the consideration of Calendar Nos. 982,
983, and 984,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Montana? Without ob-
jection, it is 50 ordered.

ROSEANNE JONES
The bill (H.R. 2047) for the relief of
Roseanne Jones was considered, ordered
to s third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent to¢ have printed in
the REEcorp an excerpt from the report
(No, 91-978), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcoro,
as follows: !

PURPOSE

The proposed legislation would coafer
Jurisdiction on the U.S, District Court for
the Southein District of California, South-
ern Division, notwithstanding the limita-
tions of sectlon 2401 of title 28, United States
Code, or any other statute of lmita-
tions laches, or lapse of time, to hear, deter-
mine, and render judgment upon the claims
of Roseanne Jones, a minor, against the
United States based on injurles und dis-
ability suffered as the result of an operation
performed upon her st the U.S. Naval Hos-
pital at San Diego in 1859.

STATEMENT

In its favorable report on the proposed
leglslation, the House Judiciary Committee
set forth the facts of the case as follows:

The Department of the Navy in its report
to the commitee on the bill defers to the
Department of Justice and the Department
of Justice indicated that it would have no
objection to the bills enactment,

Roseanne Jones, the daughter of a Navy
seaman, wae operated on for a tumor of the
skull in the U.S, Naval Hospital, San Diego,
Calif., on January 28, 1969. In March of that
year an examination of the child by an
ophthelmologist disclosed that she was suf-
fering with g type of blindness. On Octo-
ber 30, 1964, her blindness was dlagnosed a8
permanent.

On April 13, 1965, Roseanne Jones, through
her guardian ad litem, the U.S. National
Bank, filed an action againgt the Government
under the Federal Tort Claims Act in the U.8,
Districi Court for the Southern District of
California. The complaint alleged negligence
in her care and treatment at the U.S. Naval
Hospital, San Diego, commencing on January
28, 1859. It further alleged that the minor
plaintiff and her parents were advised by the
Government medical personnel that her loss
of vision would be temporary, and that the
plaintiif had no reason to belleve otherwise
until advised of the October 1964 diagnosis.

On May &, 1967, the litigation was dis-
missed on motion by the Government based
upon the plaintiff’s failure to prosecute their
claim, ‘The files of the Department of Justice
indicate theai plaintifi’s counsel did not op-
pose the motion because, In his opinion, a
review of the facts and law indicated ithe
case wes barred by the applicable statute of
limitations,

‘The commitiee feels that this is an impor-
tant factor in this case because it is readily
apparent thet the rights of the minor child
may have been prejudiced by this failure to
pursue the action. In this connection, the
commitiee notes that the Department of
Justice in its report to the committee stated
that It is that Department’s view that there
is some question as to whether the claim
filed as outlined above of Roseanne Jones was
barred by the statute of Umitations.

‘The Department of Justice report contains
& reference o several court decisions con-
cerning the running of the statute of limita«
tions in situstions which the Department of
Justice feels are parallel to those existing in
the Roseanne Jones case. In this connection,
the Department stated:

“The statute of limitations applicable to
this action provides that a tort claim against
the United States is barred unless brought
within 2 years from the time the claim ac-
crues (28 U.S.C. 2401 (b} ). In an action based
upon alleged medical malpractice it has been
held that a claim accrues when plaintiff

-
R i
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knew, or in the exercise of reasonable dili-
gence should have known, of the acts of neg-
ligence upon which the clalm is bases
(Quinton v. United States, 192 F, Supp. 581,
rev'd 304 F. 2d 234 (C.A. 5, 1962); Hunger-
ford v. United States, 307 F. 2d 99 (C.A. g,
1962) ). In the instant action it appears clea:
that the parents of the minor plaintiff were
aware of all the facts and circumstances of
her injuries, except their permanent hature.
by 1960. This would ot seem to be suffeient,
to toll the operation of the statute of limi-
tations to allow filing of this action subse-
quent to 1982 (Brown v. United States, 353 .
2d 578 (C.A. 9, 1965)). In the Brown case
the court found that the parents of the
minor plaintiff, more than 2 years prior to the
institution of suit, were informed as to the
exact nature, of the:disability of the minor
plaintiff and its relationship to prior medical
treatment. Based upon this finding the ap-
pellate court was of the view that the par-
ents had knowledge sufficient to alert a rea-
sonable person that there may have been
negligence related to the Injurles for which

,the complaint was subseqiently made,

“An unreported opinion, filed in February
of 1668, In the case of Tracy Louise Condon v.
United States by Judge James M. Carter, Dis-
trict Court for the Southern District of Cali-
fornia, raises some doubt as to whether the
actlon of the present claimant was In fact
barred by the statute of limitations, Ir. the
Condon case the court distinguished the
Brown decision and held, in effect, that there
must be actual notice of the specific acts ot
negligence before a claim for malpractice
will accrue under the Federal Tort Claims
Act. In the Condon case the minor plaintify
was born at North Island Naval Hospital in
1951, Due to an Incompatibility in Rh factors
between her mother and father she suffered
erythroblastosls at birth. The court found
that the Governmeni’s physiclans falled to
properly treat this condition, which failure
resulted in permanent injuries to the child
including cerebral palsy and deafness. The
Government raised the issue of statute of
limitations since the evidence established
that the parents were wware of the child’s in-
Juries and the causal connection between
those injuries and the Rh incompatibility
more than 2 years prior to the filing of their
aotion in 1962. The court refused to accept
this defense, stating:

“‘The causes of Tracy's condition were
very complicated. Because of the limited
medical understanding of the parents, they
were unable to comprehend the nature of the
negligence which brought about this condi-
tion without some expert assistance. It is
clear that even though the parents knew &
great deal about the Rh Incompatibility,
Delther one had knowisdge which would put
them on inquiry regarding the treatment ad-
ministered to Tracy alter her birth,

“ ‘Mr. and Mrs. Condon knew of the child’s
disability and knew it was in some way con-
nected with the Rh positive and negative
factors of the parents. They knew Tracy was
born jaundiced but previous children had
been born jaundiced,

“‘Mrs. Condon was told that Tracy had
brain damage but was not told of any acts
of negligence. The doctor who examined
Tracy for deafness in 1955 never explained
the cause of such deafness,

“*‘There was no notice to Mr. and Mrs.
Condon of any of the acts of negligence found
by the court nor would & person in Mrs,
Condon’s situation have reason to inguire
whether these acts of negligence existed
L2 I )

“Using the test of the Condon decision it
may be argued that the parents of the minor
plaintiff in this case likewise did not have
sufficient knowledge of any acts of negligence
80 as to begin the running of the statute of
limitations prior to 1964.”
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The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. James B. ALLEN,
“g Sénator from the State of Alabama.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer: : ¢

Lord of every day and every week, we
offer Thee the love of our hearts and the
service of our minds for the duration of
this Congress. Be with us to guide us
and bless us until the last problem is
solved and the last prayer is said. Use
us as ministers of hope and as emancipa~
tors of men imprisoned by superstition, or
in slavery to evil passions, or in bond-
age to fear and injustice. Give us com-
posure of soul and such inner certitude
that we turn not back from the holy
vision. As we eéxpect much from Thee, 50
help us to attempt great things for Thee.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING P
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
of the Senate (Mr. RUSSELL).

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter: ' ' T

ESI-

V.S, BENATE,

.. PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, N
- Washington, D.C., June 29, 1970.
To the Senate:

Beinig temporarily absent from the Sen- '

ate, I appoint Hon. James B. ALLEN, a Sena~-
tor from the State of Alabama, to perform
the duties of the Chalr during my absence.
Ricrarp B. RUSSELL,
‘President pro tempore.

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.
. 'THE JOURNAL _ _
Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, June 26, 1970, be dispensed with,

- The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE

_ CALENDAR

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
legislative calendar, under rule VIII, be
dispensed with. L

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tein-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, T ask’

unarnimons consent that, at the conclu-
slon of the remarks of the distinguished

" Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-

- GOVERN), there bé a period for the trans-
- gotion of routine morning business, with
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‘a time limitsation'of 3 minutes on state- k

ments therein.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

" COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
Le authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
9 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 9 a.m. tomorrow.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

e ————

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 'HAT-
FIELD, OF OREGON, TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow,

-4mmediately after the disposition of the

Journal, the distinguished Senator from

* Orégon (Mr. HatrIELD) be recognized for

not to exceed 40 minutes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TUESDAY TO WEDNESDAY, JULY 1,
1970, AT 9 AM.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unlgnimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business on Tuesday, June
30, 1970, it stand in adjournment until
Wednesday, July 1, 1970, at 9 a.m.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
WEDNESDAY TO THURSDAY, JULY
2, 1970, AT 9 AM.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-

ate completes its business on Wednesday,

July 1, 1970, it stand in adjournment

until Thursday, July 2, 1970, at 9 a.m.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

: U.R' 'ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

_.pore, At this time, pursuant to the pre-

vigus order, the distinguished Senator

“from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL) is now

recognized for not to exceed 40 minutes.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the United
States is at the point at which a critical
and difficult national policy decision be-
tween two disagreeable alternative

N
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courses of action in Indochina must be
made. I believe that the choice that faces
us must be clearly stated and honestly
explained. I urge the administration to
do so in order that the choice may be
made wisely, deliberately, and honestly.

We may talk about Vietnamization,
and delude ourselves into believing that
the present South Vietnamese Govern-
ment can become popular enough and
capable of defending itself from its op-
ponents within and without.

But, in our hearts we know the decision
is whether we indefinitely shore up an
independent South Vietnam with Ameri-
can men and money, accepting continu-
ous drainage on our resources and a con-
tinued tearing apart and corrosion of our
social fabric. And we ask ourselves
whether the price, in terms of our na-
tional interest, is worth paying for this
first alternative,

The second disagreeable alternative is
to get out completely, letting the people
of South Vietnam arrive at their own
solution, a solution reflecting’ the reali-
ties and political forces in beirg there,
knowing that the result could well even-
tually be a unified Vietnam under the
leadership of Hanoi.

If there were a third, more pleasant
and more palatable alternative, I am sure
it would have been adopted by our Presi-
dent, who wants to carry out his awe-
some responsibilities in the best way he
can. But I see no third alternative and,
seeing none, believe that we must now
face up to the difficult decision we have
been trying so desperately, and for so
long, to avoid. In facing up to this deci-
sion, the President is himself locked into
an Indochina policy that has acquired its
own constituency—and its own momen-
tum. For many of those who surround our

President, and who carry out our present

policy, have a vested interest in proving
the wisdom of present and past policies
in order to prove that they were right.

My own belief is, provided that asylum
is given those South Vietnamese who
might be killed because of our departure
and provided that our prisoners of war
are returned, our national honor would
be preserved and our national interest
would be harmed less if we took the
second alternative rather than the first.

The validity of this view is, I believe,
borne out when we ask ourselves, “Why
are we in Vietnam?” It is important to
ask that question because as we consider
the question of future American policy in
Indochina, we often lose sight of the past.
Even we in the Senate, who are deeply
steeped in this problem, fall into the
error, all too often, of not considering the
problem of Vietnam, of Indochina, in the
context of the past. We fall into the error
of forgetting history, thus condemning
ourselves to repeat it.

That repetition is easy to see. For ex-
ample, I note that in the newspaper
headlines the “Vietnam war” has now
become the “Indochina war.” Thus, we
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are returning to the name by which that
conflict was known 25 years ago. Whether
this verbal escalation is merely journal-
istic shorthand, or whether it reflects an
actual escalation of the war itself, may
be debatable., Certainly it cannot be
viewed as progress. And, to many of us
familiar with the history of that long
and tragic struggle, it i85 an ominous
development.

Let us look at the very name, Indo-
china, It is of European origin, not
Asian. Insofar as it describes a region or
group.of peoples who have acquired their
culture and tradition equally from India
and China, the name is a useful designa-
tion of a region which has acguired much
of its administrative and educational pat-
terns from China and its. religious and
philosophical outlook from India. But, in
the minds of the people who live there,
no such' composite place exists or ever
has existed. - .

The Vietnamese themselves, who con-
stituted about three-quarters of what
became known as Indochina unde) the
French, are a remarkably homogeneous
people with a history goibg back more
than a thousand years, When the French
moved into Indochina In the last half
of the 18th century, they did everything
in their power to create and maintain a
separation between Tonkin, Annam, and
Cochin China, the three regions of Viet-
nam. The Vietnamese, however, stub-
bornly remained in their own minds one
people. And when they met at the con-
ference table in Geneva in 1954 to for-
malize their independence, it was as
Vietnamese that theéy insisted upon
negotiating.

The other two divisions of French In-
dochina—Cambodia and Laos—were en-
tirely different. The French impesed {heir
rule on the Vietnamese only through. the
threat and use of force. In contrast, the
rulers of Cambodia and Laos actually
turned to France voluntarily. They did
50 because they sought prosection from
two traditional enemies, the Vietnarnese
and the Thais, with whom they had ccn-
tinuing border disputes and a long his-
tory of invasion. Or, to use the more
current word, “incursion.”

The French Union of Indochina was
thus actually composed of five naticns
and three very different peoples. Failure
to understand this reality bad much to
do with the ultimate failure of French
policy in what they called Indochina. I
sincerely hope that the sudden recur-
rence of this label In our own vocabulary
does not indicate a similar failure of his-
torical insight.

We in the Senate who are charged with
constitutional responsibilities regarding
our country’s foreign policy cannot blind
ourselves 1o the fact that, at this mno-
ment in history, our own Government
has sent into Cambodia contingents of
armies belonging fo the two most fre-
quent historic invaders of Cambodia—
the Vietnamese and the Thais. And we
have done so on the ground that we are
protecting one group of Vietnamese from
another,

One cannot but wonder how popular
these actions really are among the Cam-
bodian people—or how wise they will
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prove o have been from the hindsight
of history.

As to the Vietnamese themselves, there
is no reason to believe that they will ulti-
mately be more grateful to us for having
thrust them into the arms of the Chi-
nese than the Cambodians will be grate-
ful to us for having thrust them into the
Vietnamese. Nothing is more conspicuous
in the history of Vietnam than its thou-
sand-year resistance to Chinese aggres-
sion. One of the highlights of that history
dates bacK to the 13th century, when
Vietnamese soldiers defeated the Mongol
armies of Kublai Khan. And as recently
as 1946 the Vietnamese had unpleasant
experiences with Chinese occupation
forces under Chiang Kal-shek,

There can be no doubt that Commu-
nist Chinese military and economic aid
are today welcomed by North Vietnam.
There is room for considerable doubt,
however, that the Vietnamese—north or
south—would ever consent to become a
mere Chinese satellite in Asia. And there
is reason for long and serious thought
about the extent to which Ameriean pol-
lcy has contributed to forcing North
Vietnam into dependence upon Chinese
aid in the first place.

We cannot overlook the fact that dur-
ing the Second World War it was only in
Indochina that Europeans remained the
masters of Asians, The French colonial
administrators, by swearing allegiance to
Marshal Petain and the Vichy govern-
ment of occupled France, were able to
meintain their routine administrative
system—-with Japanese blessing—until
March 8, 1945, only 2 months before the
German surrender in Europe, Japanese
troops had entered Indechina in 1940,
but numbered only a few thousand sta-
tioned just ai strategic points. So far as
the Vietnamese were concerned, French
rule continued without interruption
throughout the war.

However, the Convention of 1946 he-
fween France and Vietnam recognized
Vietnam as a free, independent state
which would be under the direct admin-
istration of the Victminh and Ho Chi
Minh in the North and with a referen-
dum to be held by the people of Cochin
China in the South. But, in the South,
the occupying British general, Douglas
Gracey, violated this agreement and re-
leased the Japanese so as to safeguard
the French from the Vietnamese,

The Vietnamese then began to fight
again for their postwar independence;
that is, to prevent a full return of the
Trench colonial governthent. The cold
war had not yet begun; the Vietnamese
and the rest of the world viewed their
struggle for an independent Vietnam as
& phase of the revolt against colonial rule
which wes sweeping Asia after the defeat
of Japan. By the time of the Geneva
accords in 1954, India, Pakistan, Ceylon,
Burma, Indonpesia, and the Philippines
had achieved their independence. The
fighting continued only in Indochina, as
it continues today.

In 1954, most of the world, while sym-
pathizing deeply with the plight of
France, believed that the Vietnamese had
won their fight for national sovereignty.
The Viet-Minh were not generally viewed
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as simply an advance task force of Com-
munist expansionism, although there
were some opinions to the contrary. Vice
President Nixon said in that year—

If In order to avold further Communist
expansion in Asia and particularly in Indo-
china, if in order to avold it we must take
the risk of putting American boysin ... I
personally would support such a decision.

Fortunately, Presicdent Eisenhower did
not follow his Vice President’s advice.
We did not commit American manpower
to Vietnam. Although we did not asscei-
ate ourselves formally with the Geneva
accords of 1954, which provided that the
French would go, we agreed to respeet
that agreement. We stated “the agree-
ment eontaing factors which we do not
lke, but a great desl depends on how
they work in practice.”” We added that, in
connection with the accords, the Unised
States would “refrain from the threat
or use of force to disturb them.”

What were those arrangements? A
close reading of the Geneva accords
shows a clear recognition by all the
perties that the demarcation line along
the 17th parallel is specifically a pro-
visional military demarcation line be-
tween the areas described as the northern
and southern zones of Vietnam. It was
also specified that general elections shall
be held in July 1956. When these agree-
ments were arrived at in Geneva, the
general belief was that these elections
might well result in the unification of
Vietnam under the leadership of Ho Chi
Minh. In fact, President Eisenhower
wrote in his memoirs:

I have never talked «r corresponded with
& person knowledgeable in Indochinese of-
fairs who did not agree that, had elections
been held as of the time of the fighting,
possibly 80 percent of the population would
have voted for the Communist Ho Chi Minh
as their leader rather than Chief of State
Bao Dal.

The reason the election would not be held
sooner was set forth In the Agreement as
being “in order to assure that sufiicieat
progress in the restoration of peace has been
made and that the necessary conditions be
obtained for free expression of national will,

The real meaning of this phrase was
that France would be provided a grace
period during which her troops would
be withdrawn and her presence dissolved
so that Frence and her representatives
would not suffer the indignity of being
present when their old enemies assumed
control. The delay was really a means of
helping France save face. In any event,
the southern faction refused any partici-
pation in such elections unless under
United Nations supervision, and this con-
dition was refused by ihe north and not
insisted upon by the French. Nor‘was
there any indication that the United Na-
tions would have accepied such a respon-
sibility. After the ngreements were
signed, and pursuant to their provisions,
some . 900,000 Vietnamese including
755,000 Catholics, fled to the southern
zone of Vietnam. In this regard, thougk,
it should not be forgotten that there are
still 800,000 Catholics living in North
Vietnam,

The United States then took an active
role in installing the decent, capable, and
intelligent Ngo Dinh Diem as the prinei-
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pal adininistrator to handle the machin-
ery of government in the southern zone
of Vietnam. Everybody laid down their
arms and the conflict shifted from the
field of battle to the political hustings.
Diem did an excellerit job in administer-
ing the southern zoné—stich a good job,
‘in fact, that the United States became
persuaded that the southern zone of Viet-
nam ¢ould be maintained indefinitely as
an’ entity in itself. With the support of
the United States, Diemi waved aside the
general election ' which had been specified
af Gieneva on the grounds that the neces-
sary conditions for free elections had not
been met. This action immediately pre-
cipitated a violent counteraction on the
_part of Ho Chi Minh and his followers,
whose eventual objective was the removal
of what they considered the last obstacle
to a unified and independent Vietnam.

From this time on America was inevi-
tably and inexorably drawn deeper and
deeper into a political and military mo-
rass, the same morass which had de-
feated the best intentions and wisest
counsels of other great powers in earlier
years. We began falling into all the same
traps as the French and, I suspect as did
the court of Kublai Khan half a millen-
inum earfier, For example, We wére riot
satisfied with a “neutral” government in
Laos under Souvanna Phouma and thus
organfzed a coup which replaced him
wifh a “consérvative,” Phoumi Nosavan.
SWe first deluged Cambodia with Ameti-
can ald and assistance and then, dis-
enchanted, found ourselves in a position
fn which some on the American payroll
were implicated in a plot to assassinate
Sihanouk. :

During this time, after the 1956 elec-
fions were not held, the North Vietnam-
ese’ used the eastern portiohs of Laos
and Cambodia in order to sénd men and
supplies through to strengthen the Viet-
cong In the southern zone of Vietnam.
Applying the law of physies that for
every action there is an equal and oppo-
site reaction, our conservative candidate
in Laos was Soon ousted and we consld-
ered ourselves lucky to havé our old foe,
Souvanng Phouma, back in place rather
than his leftist half brother, Prince Sou-
phanouvong, head of the Pathet Lao. In
Cambodia, Sihanouk asked that we cease
sending American aid to his country;
& request which, in a peculiar Alice-in-
Wonderland way, wé somechow inter-
préted as a hostile act. I should note,
parehthetically, that I strongly disagree
with our reaction on this score. I think
that the sooner we réalize that not’ to
interfere means not to send in ilitary
and economic assistance, rather than vice
versa, the better off our Nation and, par-
ticularly, our unfortunate taxpayers will
be. T v

As the years went by, two Democratic
administrations escalated the conflict.
There were 600 Americans in Vietnam
... when President Kennedy took office;
‘there were 16,000 when he died, althotigh
none weré involved in direct combat,

It is & moot point, but we might ask’
ourselves if President Kennedy would
have continued to escalate our involve~
_mént if he had not been assassinated. On
‘September 2, 1963, not long before he was
- 'kiJled, President Kennedy said of our in-
. volvement, in South Vietnam: &~

'

FARRRY
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In the final anaylsis, it is their war. They
are the ones who have to win it or lose it.
We can help them, we can give them equip-
ment, we can send our men out there as ad-
visors, but they have to win it, the people
of Vietnam, against the Communists.

But President Kennedy was killed, and
President Johnson continued the escala~-
tion to the extent that when President
Nixon took office in January 1969, we
had 532,500 men committed to that swel-
tering arena. President Nixon improved
the situation substantially. In the course
of a year and a half, he withdrew 104,-
450 men, and the level of violence and
casualties declined. His policy of “Viet-
namization” seemed to gain wide accept-
ance in the United States, although I
must add that some of us with a long
view of history were and still are skepti-
cal.

Speaking as an American parent, Viet-
namization is, of course, an improvement
over past policies in that it means the
substitution of Vietnamese fighting sol-
diers for American fighting soldiers.
But Vietnamization does nothing to
change the fact that the war in Vietnam
nas become increasingly a war of Amer-
ican objectives rather than of Viet-
namese objectives. The principal Amer-
ican objective is to prevent the unifica-
tion of Vietnam under Communist rule.
To save the southern zone of Vietnam
from this fate, we have been willing to
destroy as much of the country as may
‘be necessary. I am reminded of Tacitus’
words, “We made a desert and called ‘it
peace.” We are now concerned, too, about
the bloodbath that might occur if we
left, as I believe we should be. But, from
the viewpoint of the unfortunate Viet-
namese, to be burned to death by na-
palm or otherwise. dismembered by B-52
bombings is just as disagreeable and
deadly as having their throats cut by
the Vietcong. We should remember that
we have already dropped a greater ton-
nage of bombs on the little country of
Vietnam than we dropped everywhere in
World War II and in the Korean war
combined.

After taking office President Nixon
certainly ‘“‘cooled” the situation in Indo-
china and improved it. He had improved
it, that is, until April 30 when he an-
nounced the invasion, or—as it has been
characterized—the incursion, into Cam-
bodia. There is, of course, a military
argument for this invasion, but that ar-
gument was as valid b years ago as it
is today. The military facts of Indochina

“were as apparent to Presidents Kennedy

and Johnson as they are to President
Nixon. Yet the two previous Presidents
compromised in Laos and respected
Cambodian neutrality for the simple rea-
son that they knew that the yltimate re-
sult of any armed initiative in these
countries could only mean the enlarge-
ment of the war.

Several months ago, a nonmilitary
factor changed—Sihanouk, who had
been following a more or less neutral
policy, was replaced by Lon Nol and a

 pro-Western government in Cambodia.
Our eagerness in rushing to aid Lon Nol’
reminds me of a marvelous line from Art’

Buchwald’s *“Sheep on the Runway”:
“We want neutral nations as long as
they are in the Western camp.” Unfor-

.
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tunately, Sihanouk’s Cambodia was a
neutral nation that did not measure up
to this requirement. Many people were
surprised at the intensity of public re-
action to the American and South Viet-
namese invasion of Cambodia. It was not
a large operation. It made some military
sense tactically, although strategically I
believe it will prove to have been against
our long-term national interest. Our ac-
tion not only automatically enlarged the
war into Cambodisa itself, but also spread
it into the new dimension of the sea
where a de facto “selective blockade” was
applied to the Cambodian coast.

Our invasion of Cambodia was like
fighting an oil fire with water, for we
have not put out the fire, but have spread
the conflagration. Our military gains in
Cambodia, whatever they prove to be

“from a tactical viewpoint, may ulti-

mately prove disastrous. We are ex-
changing short-term gains for very pos-
sible long-term catastrophe. A conflict
that had been largely confined, through
restraint on all sides, to Vietnam and the
areas bordering on it now threatens to
engulf all of Indochina—Cambodia and
Laos as well—with all the reopening of
ancient enmities which that implies,

If we embark seriously on a campaign
of eliminating enemy sanctuaries, we will
be committing ourselves to an ever-
widening war on the mainland of Asia.
Should we commit our combat forces to
Laos, to attack the Vietcong there?
Should we send our troops across the
DMZ to attack “sanctuaries” in North
Vietnam? And having done that, are we
prepared to attack “sanctuaries” in
Communist China? The lesson, it seems
clear to me, is that in pursuing the
enemy across international boundaries,
we would be pursuing a chain of sanc-
tuaries that leads finally, not to peace,
but to total war. That is why I say that
such a policy would be disastrous.

From a reverse viewpoint, I most cer-
tainly would oppose the right of North
Vietham’s allies, China and the Soviet
Union, to attack the sanctuaries from
which our bombing planes fly, either our
airfields in Thailand or our aircrait car-
riers in the South China Sea.

From the constitutional viewpoint,
many of us in the Congress became very
concerned when the President, uninvited,
marched our servicemen over the borders
of a nation without consulting with the
Congress. This action was unprecedented
in our history. A close reading of the
Constitution and of the Federalist papers
makes it clear that the President, as
Ccommander in Chief, has unlimited pow-
ers in directing the conduct of a war.
But in declaring war or, I believe in ex-
panding war to cover new countries, the
Congress has a constitutional role.

Our PFounding Fathers very sensibly
planned for this division of power as a
safeguard for our Nation. One branch of
Government, the Congress, could make
laws and declare war. Congress was not
given power to wage and direct war.
Another branch of Government, the ex-
ecutive, which has the responsibility for
executing, or carrying out the laws Con-
gress passes, Wis given the power to
wage and carry on war. But, the execu-
tive was not given the power to declare
or commit us to war. These provisions of
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the Constitution mean that unless both
the Congress and the President kelicve
war is necessary, the United States can-
not make war legally.

Now what should we do in the future?
First,’ we must dctermine what is our
true national interest. As Palmerston
one¢e sald: ,

We have no eternal allies and we have na
pe?etual enemies, Our interest are eternal
and perpetual and those interests it is our
duty to follow.

I submit that our naticnal interest
would best be served by our withdrawal
from Indochina. ¥f our withdrawsl re-
sulted in a unified Vietnam, even if un-
der Communist rile, our national inter-
ests would be better served than by the
alternative course of our remaining there
indefinitely to shore up an independent
South, Vietnatn with all the resultant
damage to our Nation and our Health and
educatlonal priorities at home, Moreover,
a uniffed Vietiam would sexrve as a rela-
tively firm barrier t6 Chigese expansion.
Actually, our history has ghown that we
are better off—and certainly our tax-
bayers are better off—with netufral coun-
tries rather than with vulnerable, mushy
allies Gnable to survive without Areri-
can assistance, And, in my vlew, South
Vietnam certainly meets the latter
description. .

From & military viewpoint, I think we
have come to recognize that the war is
unwinnable within the framework of the
bolitical'situation as it is. We can destroy
every young North Vietnamese soldier
only to find an inexhaustible supply of
manpower in China waiting to be invited
to replace them.

From an economic viewpoint, while it
is sometimes argued that the interests
of our industrial-military complex are
so basie to our Nation, are so woven
into the fabric of our national structure,
that diminution of our war efforts would
result in collapse of our economy and be
against our national interest, our history
does not show that. Peace would bring
economic change and uncertainty. But
our ‘perlods of greatest real economic
growth as a Nation have been in times of
peace. ‘Actually, our present economy
with' its escalating inflation, escalating
interest rates, escalating unemployment,
escalating deficit, and escalating unfav-
orable balance of trade is not in too hot
shape.

In determining our national interest,
we must be guided by our obligations. An
obligation into which we have freely en-
tered and which was not honored would
obviously be a dishonorable action on our
part and abhorrent to us. From a nation
interest viewpoint, the value of our word
among hations would be cheapened.

But what are our obligations under the
Southeast Asias Collective Defense—
SEATO—Treaty? That treaty states that
in the event of ‘armed attack on any of
the natlohs involved, each nation “will in
that event act to mect the ecmmon dan-
ger in gecordance with its constitutional
processes.” The treaty further sfates that
in the event of any other danger to the
integrity, sovereignty, or independence of
the designated couniries we shall “con-
sult immediately in order to agree on the
measurés which should be taken for the
common defense,” .
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When my predecessor, Senator Theo-
dore Franels Green, pressed Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles on our precise
obligation under this section, Secretary
Dulles said: .

If there is a revolutionary movement in
Vietnam or in Thailand, we would consult
together as to what to do about it because if
that were a subversive roovement that was In
fact propagated by eommurnism, it would be a
very grave threat to us. But we have no un-
dertaking to put 1t down; all we have is an
undertaking o consult together as to what to
do aboutit. |

I would agree that we had an obliga-
tion to give the people of South Vietnam
some support, both in materiel and in
manpower, to help them get established
since we had installed separate gov-
ernment there. But after having 50,258
Americans killed and 278,814 Americans
wounded there and spending more than
$100 billion, I believe that our obligation
has been more than met.

In terms of my own State of Rhode
Island, the war has cost the irreplacabie
lives of 142 young men. It has also cost
our Rhode Island taxpayers $649 million
since 1965. This means that Rhode Is-
landers are continuing to foot the bill
for the war in Vietnam to the tune of
$296,000 every day.

I believe, however, that we do have
an obligation to those South Vietnamese
who sided with us, whether for reasons
of 'cupidity or patriotism, and would
suffer if we left. There is some question
as to how many people would actually
suffer if South Vietham came under Com-
munist administration. The example is
often cited of Hue, which after having
been occupied by the North Vietnamese
was found to have mass graves with
many bodies in them. We had assumed
these people had been shot by the North
Vietnamese, although a story has sur-
faced to the effect that our bombing and
razing of a great portion of Hue resulted
in many deaths and that these victims,
too, were buried in the same open
trenches. )

In any case, I believe that many indi-
viduals would suffer if we left and did
not provide them with asylum. For this
reason, I believe that we should, prefer-
ably in association with the United Na-
tions, make 'provisions for asylum in

other countries for any South Vietnam- -
"ese who wishes to take refuge. Here, as

I have suggested before, Borneo, with its
geographic closeness, its climatic simi-
larity and its lack of population, might
prove to be a good place for many of these
South Vietnamese to settle.

If this did not work out, then some
other resettlement plan should be worked
out, preferably in assoclation with the
United Nations. Actually, & large number
of South Viethamese have already made
accommodations with the Vietcong, and
many of the rich South Vietnamese re-
portedly already have bank accounts and
even property abroad.

The basic problem today, as I see it, is
that the administration has not made up
its own mind regarding the basic choice
it faces—whether it is more in our na-
tional interest to withdraw all our troops,
even if this action results in the even-
tual unification of Vietnam under Hanoi:
or whether it is more in our national
interest to maintain the division of that

-
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country, éven though we would have to
leave a large garrison there in order to
do so.

We have taken the second choice in
Korea, and it has worked. But that is a
very different situation. South Korea has
& povernment that is strong and re-
spected by the people who are, them-
selves, remarkably unifled in their oppo-
sition to North Korea. The strategic sit-
uation, too, is very different in that the
whole of South Korea, a peninsula, is
accessible from the sea and there is &
relatively narrow land boundary which
separates the North from South Korea.
And we had and have United Nations
approval and support of our own actions
there. On the other hand, in South Viet-
nam, the government does not enjoy the
support of its people, the hostile land
frontiers are longer than the sea frontier
and, except for token Australian and
New Zealand forces and for various mer-
cenary troops, we have little world sup-
port—and no United Nations support.

I believe that there is only one way to
get out of Southeast Asia, and that is to
accept the fact that the damage caused
by our continued military presence there
to our true national interests and to our
economy and soclal structure far out-
weighs the questionable advantages that
result to our national interest by main-
taining the Thieu-Ky government in
South Vietham or even of maintaining
the division of Vietnam into two coun-
tries. When we have accepted that fact,
we should firmly carry out the resulting
decisions as best we can, recognizing, as
France did in 1954, that the decisions
may well result in a unified Vietnam
under Hanoi.

If the President and the executive
branch will not make this decision, then
I believe we in Congress should make it
and require the executive branch to im-
plement it. It would be more orderly if
the President made it himself, but if he
does not, then we in Congress who feel as
I do have no alternative but to support
the McGovern-Hatfield “End the War”
resolution or a similar one.

The ideal solution would be to return
to the Geneva accords. However, the
North Vietnamese have been let down
by the West in honoring these accords,
and I would imagine that they would
seek to drive a harder bargain now. For
instance, they might well demand &
firmer timetable for our departure than
they did of the French. And this in spite
of the fact that the French were soundly
defeated on the field of battle, while we
have most definitely not been defeated
on the field of battle. My own view is
that the most dignified and honorable
way of extricating ourselves from South
Vietnam and serving our own interests
would be to establish the timetable our-
selves.

I am impressed by the suggestion of
former Secretary of Defense Clark Clif-
ford, a man who knows the situation as
well as anybody, that we establish such
a timetable with a provision that we
would speed up our withdrawal if the
North Vietnamese cooperated. The only
two firm requirements for our departure
should be the release of our prisoners of
war and asylum for those South Viet-
namese whose lives would be endangered

our departure.

: by ,
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Many friends of mine have written
and urged me to back the President, say-
ing that He is our only President, that he
knows more of the situation there than
any of us, that he is trying to do the
best job he can, and that we should back
him and our country, right or wrong.
But as a man who has been in the Sen-
ate for 10 years, who has been sitting
on the Foreign Relations Committee
since 1964, and who, for some years now,
has been in favor of withdrawing from
this war, of deescalating it rather than
eccalating it, I would reply with the
words of Carl Schurz: “My country rignt
or wrong. But, when right, to keep 1t
right, and when wrong, to put it right.”

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the role.

- Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, HATFIELD. Mr. President, I wish
to take this occasion to commerid the
Senator from Rhode Island on a brilliant
and calin presentation of a very complex
and emotional subject; namely, the war
in Southeast Asia.

I think that from time to time it is
very important for us to put this matter
into historic perspective. We tend to act
or react to the events of the day, rather
than to see the situation in its totality or
in its historic perspective. The ‘Senator
from Rhode Island has done a great serv-
iee to the Sehate by recounting the'events
which led up to our present involvement

in Cambodia. ‘ B

I should like to ask the Senator a ques-
tion or two on & subject which he dis-
cussed in his presentation relating to
what is commonly assumed will be a blood
bath if the United States should with-
draw or when the United States with-
draws. : . S

.Would the Senator not agreg¢ that is
rather an unchallenged assumption that
should be carefully analyzed especlally in
light of the relative troop strengths that
exist on the two sides? I refer specifically

“to the fact that, according to official
figlires that we get, at most about 220,000
Vietcong, National Liberation Front, and
North Vietnamese are involved in the
fighting in South Vietnam, and that they

. are backed by an additional 400,000

members of the North Vietnameseé Afry,
in North Vietnam. On the other side, at
least 1 million South Vietnamese troops
aré under arms supplied by the United

States and gre supposedly pretty well

trained by American personnel.

Would the Senator not agree that in
light of this balance of power, that cer-
tainly is to the benefit of the South Viet-
namese, a blood bath subsequent to
American withdrawal is a'scare tactic, or

might be called a scare tactic, used by -

those who would like to see this war con~

tinued, or would like to see Ameri'can_

involvement continued? )

. Mr, PELL. The possibility of a blood-
bath is a contingency; but as we with-
.draw, I think we have to face up to the
worst possible effects 'of our withdrawal
which it should certainly include such a
contingency. ! C

v (

e

This is what I have sought to do In
my presentation today. One of the worst
possible effects would be a bloodbath.
There is no absolute certainty that there
would be a bloodbath. As I have noted it
appears there is a possibility that some of
the people buried in the trenches at Hue
may well have been killed by American
bombs, so those deaths may not be clear
evidence in themselves that a bloodbath
would ensue. .

But in the light of the experiences that
China underwent when it was Com-
munized, and on the basis of my own
observations while serving as an Ameri-
can Foreign Service officer in a country
when the Iron Curtain went down and
the Communists took over, I feel one
must recoghize that in such cases a great
Larshness descends on the land. In some
cases, people’s property is expropriated
while they are allowed to survive; in
some cases they are sent to jail and bes-
tially treated, and in some cases they are
simply killed. I do not know in which
of these categories South Vietnam would
£21l. But in case a bloodbath appears like-
1y, I think we should be prepared for that
contingeney. I think there is a good

chance it would not oceur, but the pos~

sibility has to be accepted.

Our withdrawal would not mean that
ietnam would automatically be unified
under Hanoi. As the Senator has pointed
out, Saigon has vast resources and a large
army of its own, and, under a popularly
respected government, South Vietham
might be able to maintain its separate
status.

But I have sought to follow the line of
responsibility in recognizing the worst
possible contingency that could develop if
‘we withdrew. I think there is a possibility
that the country would be unified under
‘Hanoi; but I think, even so, our best
interests would be less harmed by our
withdrawal than by remaining. To an-

- swer the Senator’s question, it is a mat-

ter of contingencies, but we must pre-
pare for the worst contingencies and
hope that they will not occur.

Mr. HATFIELD. Does not the Senator
also agree that those who raise this
guestion oftentimes recognize, even
though they may not say so, that it takes
more than military power to create a
viable society and government behind
which people are willing to unite and
fight; that even though South Vietnam
has a great superiority of equipment and
manpower, both numberwise and equip-
mentwise, there may be a political ele-
ment lacking in this whole matter of
maintaining an independent Thieu-Ky
regime after American withdrawal, the
political element being that perhaps the
South Vietnamese people have not sensed
a cause for which they are willing to fight
and give their lives, and that, after all,
this perhaps is more of an American
cause that has been superimposed from
the outside, which has not really any
deep roots of support from within?

Mr. PELL. I think there is very great
metit to what the Senator says. Origi-
nally there was a Vietnamese cause here,
but the American cause, the American
emphasis, the American objectives have
gradually taken over what was in fact
originally a civil war. So, by the same
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token, given a government that has the
support of its people, one does not have
to worry so much about its stability. That
government might not be a democracy.
1 think we are very wrong in feeling that
our form of government, or a democratic
form of government, even, is what every
nation should have. There are govern-
ments around the world where they have
paternal despotism and other kinds of
government, where the people accept it
and work within it as much as they can,
and make do; and sometimes we find they
would not particulraly want to change
it.

We have a good example of that in
Portugal, where we have not had any-
one executed or tortured for political
reasons for 30 or 40 years, under the gov-
ernment of Salazar and now of Caetano.

I think if there were a more crushing
hand, the people would have risen. But
what has the government of Portugal
done? It has recognized the various po-
litical forces in being, and has worked
with them. Where you do not have a
government that accepts the political
forces in being, then I think a country is
destined for trouble, and this is what has
happenéd in the southern zone of Viet-
nam, more commonly called South Viet-
nam.

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr, President, I think
the Senator has put his finger exactly on
the target when he says we seem to pro-
ceed under the assumption that every
country wants to be exactly like the
United States. We seem to have a sense
of mission, that we want to go around
the world creating little Americas, mold-
ing everyone in our own image; and ac-
tually we attempt to do so, oftentimes,
with ignorance of the cultures, the his-
tories, the languages, and all other ele-
ments that make up another society or
another people, and we, as I say, just
sort of assume that they all want to be
like us.

I recall that when I was with the U.S.
Navy in Hanoi in 1945, it was at a time
when Ho Chi Minh had just raised the
flag of Vietnamese independence over the
city hall. Ho Chi Minh had been our ally
in the Pacific during the war against
Japan. We were in' Hanol at that par-
ticular time to pick up scme of Chiang
Kai-shek’s troops, to take them up to
north China to fight the Chinese Com-
munists.

I recall very vividly that the people
at that time were enthusiastically behind
the Ho government. We were cheering
the Ho government; they were our ally.
It was not a hammer and sickle that was
filying over the city of Fanoi. On the day
I was in Hanoi, it was a flag of Viet-
namese nationalism flying there. Those
people sensed a time in their lives when
they had achieved a goal of independence
from all foreign intervention—French
intervention, Japanese intervention, and
Chinese intervention. I think sometimes
we fail to recognize the history of a peo-
ple who resent any intervention from the
outside, including that of the United
States.

I believe that putting, as the Senator
has this morning, this whole picture into
the perspective of history, could be very
helpful for a better understanding of
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why we have had to spend more than
40,000—almost 50,000—American lives
and $140 billion, why the French lost
100,000 troops there trying to establish
that country’s control, eniding the debacle
at Dienbienphu, and why we are never
going 1o achieve the kind of victory the
American people have.called for or would
like to see us achieve, or that ever the
President has talked about, until we
first of all confront the history and the
events leading up to this particular day.

‘When we do that, I think the American
people will see that our presence there
is futile, that our presence there will
achieve no purpose, and that, at the pres-
ent rate of Vietnamization, it will cost us
as many as 10,000 more American lives
and $40 billion or $50 billion more, and
1 feel that it is not worth the cost, that
it is not worth one American life, when
we face this situation.

So I personally am very happy to see
the Senator from Rhode Island present
his' cornments this miorning. ¥‘am only
hopeful that they can be distributed far
and wide, that not only Senators, but
all Americans, can read this statement,
because it is a calm and accurate state-
ment, one that comes from his experience
on the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and from long concern over our
involvement on the part of the Senator
from Rhode Island. I think when the
Senator from Rhode Island speaks, he
speaks with great authenticity. There-
fore I am very grateful to'the Senator
for his presentation this morning.

Mr. PELL. T thank the Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Rhode Island has expired. o

A} this time, under the previous order,
the distinguished Senator , from ' Ohio
(Mr. Youne) is recognized for not to
exceed 20 minutes.

R e ——————

THE CREDIBILITY OF THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
one argument being heard these days in
the debates over the Senate attempt to
reassert its constitutional authority to
declare war is that such actions might
reduce the credibility of the President.

Apparently, leaders of the administra-
tion need no help to reduce the credi-
bility of President Nixon. During the
week of May 15, White House officials
asked a group of reporters, including
James Reston. of the New York Times,
“not {o embarrass the Government by
printing the details” of the U.S. air raids
over Cambodia, Ldos, and North Vietnam
the previous weekend. President Nixon
tried to keep the raids a secret from the
American people, but they became known
by news dispatches from Hanosi,

Such actions on the part of & President
and of officials in the Pentagon certainly
do nothing whatever to enhance the cred-
ibility of” the adminisiration in the eyes
of the general public.

Mr. President, the only person who
can control the credibility of President
Nixon is the President himself,
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BRING OUR BOYS HOME FROM
KOREA

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
approximately 19 years have elapsed
since American soldiers and soldiers of
Turkey and other friendly nations were
engaged in combat in Korea, fighting
under the blue flag of the United Nations,
Today, there are approximately 60,000
American GI's, marines, and airmen sta-
tioned in South Korea, most of them
along the demilitarized zone on the 38th
parallel separating South Korea and
North Korea.

Earlier this month, officials of the
North Korean Government boasted that
an American ship had been sunk in North
Korean waters. State Department offi-
cials were quick to deny that any U.S.
vessels had been operating in the area,
and claimed that the lost ship belonged
to South Korea. Yet, the North Koreans
achieved the desired propaganda impact.
Once again our extensive involvement in
Korea has placed us in a preposterous
and embarrassing position in the capitals
of the world, particularly in the capitals
of Asia,

Except for a few advisers and observ-
ers, all our troops should have been re-
turned to the United States years ago.
and certainly every one of the combat
troops should be returned to the United
States as soon as possible within the
next few months. They should be re-
turned by planes and ships, in the same
manner they were sent there.

In the years following the Korean
conflict, there was justification for our
continuing a strong military presence in
South Korea. It was obvious that the
Armed Forces of South Korea at that
time and for possibly 5 years thereafter
would by themselves have been unable
to repel a second attack from the north.

However, Mr. President, we have con-
tinued our presence in Korea far longer
than necessary. The South Koreans are
now capable of defending themselves.

The fact is that today South Korea
has & regular army of 550,000 well-
trained men, the fifth largest standing
army in the world. North Korea has a
standing army of but 350,000 men. There
are 17,000 men in the South Korean
Navy and only 9,500 in that of North
Korea. South Korea has 30,000 men
trained as marines, while North Korea
has none. In addition, the reserve forces
of South Korea number more than 2
million men who drill at least twice a
week; North Korea has a reserve force
of but 1,200,000 men. The Republic of
Korea—ROK—standing army and re-
serves are well equipped with the most
modern weapns.

The only category of arms in which
North Korea exceeds South Korea is in
its air force of 25,000 men and 590 com-
bat aircraft. The South Korean Air Force
is eomposed of 23,000 men with 215 com-
bat aircratt.

South Korea is the only nation in the
world to provide susbtantial armed forces
to assist us in Vietnam. More than 53,~
000 Republic of Korea soldiers are now
fighting in Vietnam alongside our forces.

1
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According. to our military experts, they
have fought hard and well. I reviewed the
Tiger Division over there, and I know
that they are fine combat troops, from
my own observation. Many South Kore-
ans have been killed and wounded in
combat in South Vietnam. The famed
ROK Tiger Division has earned the re-
spect of its allies and foes as have other
units in the ROK Arined Forces now in
combat in South Vietnam.

Of course, these troops were transpor-
ported to South Vietnam on American
ships and planes and .are maintained
there entirely at the expense of Ameri-
can taxpayers. South Korea, in reality a
client nation of the United States, was
given hundreds of milllons of dollars in
addition to military and economic assist-
ance as a quid pro quo for helping main-
tain the Salgon mlilitarist regime of
Thieu and Ky in power.

Since 1951, the United States has
given more than $3 billion in military as-
sistance to South Kores. In addition, we
have given $4.6 billion in economic aid to
that country. Its increasing prosperity is
in large part a result of our help.

Mr. President, on two oceasions in re-
cent years I had the opportunity to visit
South Korea. I visited with our GI's
along the 38th paralle!l at Panmunjom
and elsewhere and saw myself the hard
conditions under which they live during
their tour of duty. Very definitely, it is
no longer necessary that we continue to
maintain any armed forces in.South Ko-
rea in view of the present strength of
the South Korean military forces.

Purthermore, South Korea with 31,-
200, people is twice as populous as North
Korea with its 13,300.000 people. The
economy of South Korea is booming and
the degree of its economic growth is tre-~
mendous as compared to that of North
Korea, a poverty stricken, backward na.-
tion, and, as a matter of fact, as com~
pared to the United States.

President Nixon has pledged to with-
draw another 50,000 American troops
ifrom South Vietnam in the next few
months. Hopefully, all U.S. troops will be
out of Southeast Asia within the next
year and our involvement in that im-
moral, unpopular civil war ended,

At that time, and it should be this year,
the 53,000 South Korean troops we are
supporting and maintaining in South
Vietnam will also be returned to their
homeland. There can no longer be any
Jjustification whatever for our continuing
to station thousands of voung Americas
in South Korea. They should be returned
home immediately.

South Korea has the military and
naval strength to defend itself against
any possible attack from the north. In
the very unlikely event of that occurring,
our warplanes stationed in Japan and
Okinawa are only a few minutes distant
from Korea and could readily come to
the assistance of the South Korean Air
Force, if that assistance were required.

Mr. President, administration officials,
particularly those in the Defense De-
partment, should begin immediate plan-
ning for withdrawal of our forces from
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South Korea. This would be an lmpor-
tant first step in reducmg f,ensmns in the
Far East, in defermining ust what “are
our vital national inferests in that part
of the world and in the’ reeva.Tuatlon of

ottt éntire Asiatic policy which must ‘and

wilt result with our disengagernent from

Vietnam.
The US, military preserice i South-

~enst Asla should have been ended long

before now. With the armed forces of the
Soviet Union and
fighting each other sporadically afong
their common border of more than 6,500
mifles there is no longer a f valid fear of
a8 huge monochlc hreat o aggressmn in
‘Southeast Asia from t,he ‘combined forces
of the two great Communist powers, 'if
there ever were basis for such fear.

Mr. President, the United States does
not have a mandate from Almighty God
to police the entire world. We saved
South Korea from Communist, aggres-
sfon. That was done while President

omimunist  China’

Harry S. Truman—one of our greatest.

Presidents—was Commander in Chief of

our Armed Forces, and he ordered that

done under the suspices of the United
Nations, The soldiers’ of Turkey and
other countries represented by the
United Nations fought beside our troops
in Korea under the blue and white flag

of ‘the United Nations. But the heads of

state of those countries today are em-
bittered toward the United States be-
cause of what we have done and What we
arg doing in South Vietnam.

In the years since, we have ass1sted
and enabled that country to have the
power to defend itself agamst any pos-

sible future attack. It is time for Squth,

Koren ta stand on its own two feet.,

In 1950, Gen. Douglas MacArfhur'
came over from Japan at the direction
of President Harry Truman and assumed

command of the United Nations forces
sgalnst the invading North Koreans, He
led the landing at Inchon, winning a
splendid victory, and the North Korean
forces retreated above the 38th parallel,

General MacArthur divided his forces
making a two—pronged attack with a
mountain range in between, The North
Koreans were driven back and . General
MacArthur,

north, close to the Chinese border, Mili-
tary intelligence informed him that the
Chinese would not intervene in the Ko-

disregarding orders from,
President_Truman, moved our forces

rean conflict, That military intelligence

proved 100 percent wrong as has often
been the situation. Hundreds of thou-
sands of Chinese soldiers crossed .the
Yalu and attacked our troops. Our forces

‘fought valiantly against the horde of
. ground forces of Communist China who

successfully drove hack both columns
of our Armed Forces so imprudently
divided.

“Our divided a,rmles were driven back‘

* with great slaughter. The bitter war.

waged under the auspices of the Unjted.
Nations, instead of ending triumphantly
following clearing out invaders .of what.

is now the entire area of South, Korea,
resulted in a stalemate. It was later set-

tled with armistice negotiations at Pan-.

munjom which brought an end t,o large-
scale ﬂghtim,
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Very deﬁnitely We should several years
ago have reduced our Armed Forces in

orea and I assert that before Octo-
ber we should certainly bring back to
the United States all of our combat sol-
dlers now stationed in South Korea.

May I add that in the remote event the

North Koreans were to attack our Em-
bassy in Secul, South Korea, or take any
other action against the United States,
we have our warplanes on carriers in
the China Sea and stationed in Japan
and Oklnawa, a few minutes distant in
ﬂymg titvie from North Korea.
' ., Mr, President, there has never
been any threat, any indication, any
Hint, of any aggression on the part of
North Korea against us.

Mr. President, I yield the floor,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bayu). Under the order previously en-
tered, the distinguished Senator from
Maryland (Mr. MaTHIAS) is nNow recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

VIETNAM PEACE PROPOSAL
m

"Mr. "MATHIAS. Mr. President, the
last 2 years have brought a succession
of American and allied military triumphs
in Sduth Vietnam. Today, as our troops,
rewarded with the spoils of battle, with-
draw from Cambodia, United States and
South Vietnamese forces in Vietnam hold
their strongest military position since the
war began.

The North Vietnamese armies ex-
posed to combat in the south last year
were severely beaten. In the past month,
motreover, they lost a sizable proportion
of their supplies in Cambodia. The Viet~
cong, once in' control of a majority of
the South Vietnamese people, now are
said to be restricted to areas occupied by
only an estimated 10 percent of the popu-
lation.

As a result, the Vietcong have been
driven to ever more extortionate meth-
ods in gaining sustenance from the
peasants they still control. The new
Vietcong tactics together with the death
of Ho Chi Minh, the one Communist
leader widely known and respected in
the south, appear to have significantly
diminished Communist support among
the rural South Vietnamese,

The North Vietnamese have responded
to this situation by abandoning their
previous calls for early victory and by
returning to the rhetoric and tactics of
prolonged guerrilla struggle. As part of
this shift, they have initiated a campaign
of assassinations against pacification
officials, similar to their selective killings
of village leaders in 1958 and 1959, In re-
cent months more than 1,000 officialg
have been assassinated.

In a sense, therefore, our military vic-
tories have restored the conditions of the
late 1950’s_which prompted our inter-
vention in the first place. To be sure, the
Vietcong do not now command the popu-
lar support they enjoyed against the
regime of President Ngo Dinh Diem. But
they seem to have resumed & long-term
guerrilla strategy like the one that finally
incapacitated the Diem government.
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Regardless of the improved m111tary

‘position of the allied forces, however, the

prospects for peace seem as dim as ever.
Both sides took significant initiatives last
year—revising their negotiating posi-
tions and deescalating their military
tactics—but no real transactions were
achieved in the talks. Now the chief Com-
munist negotiators have left Paris and
the United States is represented by a pro-
fessional team which is both experienced
and skilled, but which lacks the charisma
of a figure immediately recognized in the
world arena, and therefore with a man-
date which is realistically limited to the
next cable. The North Viethamese, even
as they resume in the south the Maoist
tactics of prolonged struggle, are being
lavishly praised in Peking, The influence
of Moscow, considered instrumental in
gaining Hanoi’s participation at Paris,
seems correspondingly diminished. .

The war, almost won by allied forces in
South Vietnam, in strict military terms,
is meanwhile being expanded throughout
Indochma The polarization within Viet-
nam’s neighbors which began in Laos has
extended to Cambodia. Prince Sihanouk, -
once a practloner of delicate neutralist
maneuvering, has emerged as a front for
a new Communist military campaign in
his own and neighboring countries,

These developments seem to have
echpsed the hope for fruitful negotiations
in the near future. Yet, if an early peace
is to be achieved, if the killing is to end,
if our prisoners of war are to be re-
covered—if a geographically expanded
repetition of the Vietham syndrome is to
be avoided—talks are imperative.

The fundamental and undeviating aim
of U.S. policy must be to end the fighting
and negotiate for our irreducible inter-
ests. These interests are not promoted by
continuing the war. The release of pris-
oners, for one crucial example, cannot
be achieved through military action—
only, through negotiations.

Nor can the territorial integrity of
Laos and Cambodia be maintained by
continued fighting within their borders.

. Only a regional settlement can offer any

hope at all of protecting these precari-
ous nations. Because they are relatively
unimportant politically and economi-
cally, they may be unmolested in peace-
time. As long as the war continues, how-
ever, Laos and Cambodia remain mili-
tary prizes and their independence will
be in jeopardy.

The containment ¢f China moreover,
is not promoted by continued devasta-
tion of the countries near its borders.
Ultimately, China can only be contained
by a thriving Southeast Asia. North
Vietnam, with its strong nationalist
andt ant1 Chinese tradition, must play a
par

All our key goals, thus depend on a
negotiated peace. But we must recognize
today that the positions of both sides
prohibit productive talks. The Commu-
nists will not negotiate as long as we
refuse to suspend offensive military
activity against them and commit our-
selves to a timetable for the total with-
drawal of American troops. The U.S. po-
sition, on the other hand, has been that
only unremitting mmtary pressure can
ir_lduce, the Communists to talk. For sev-
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eral years, this approach has failed to
produce results;

As a ‘way out of this impasse, I would
like to propose the appIication of two
concepts which have proved useful in
the past in quite different ways and
circumstances. .

One is the GRID plan advocated in
1966 by a group of Republican Congress-
men of the House, including myself.
GRID stands for graduated reciprocal
identifiable deescalation. This proposal
wasg coneeived in 1966 as a way of stop-
ping’ the bombing of the North—zone
by zone—in exchange for identifiable but
not necessarily declared steps of recipro-
cation by the Communists. Columnist
Charles Bartlett has reported that the
GRID plan was the basis of President
Johmson’s limifed bombing halt.

Regardiess of its origins, this approach
of graduated deescalation-—even if un-
certainly pursued-did eventually lead
to the opening of negotiations. ‘The
maintenance of military pressures, on
the other hand, has brought no discern-
able progress in the talks. The broad
concept ‘of gradual deescalation should
be tried again now.

Por the specific mode of application of
this approach to peace, I think it may
be flluniinating to turn from the GRID
concept and consider the premises of
one. of our most controversial offensive
military techniques: the free -fire zone.
Ror years we have designated certain
restricted areas of Vietnam for rela-
tively unrestricted military activity.
After issuing warnings designed to clear
the region of all noncombatants, we is-
sue orders authorizing attacks on all re-
maining persons and targets.

According to many reports, including
Jonathan Schell’s lengthy eyewitness ac-
counts in the New Yorker, this pracrice
has often been abused. The warnings are
often faulty and the firing all too free.
The alleged massacre at Song My, for
example, was an illustration of the free-
zone fallibility and consequent lability to
final policy objectives,

Nonethetess, the fundamental concept
of following policy declarations with cor-
roborative military action is not without
useful possibilities, In & different form, it
may be applicable as an intéerim measure
in the quest for peace.

I am proposing that we reverse the
conecept  of free-fire gones and create

areas of ceasefire that might be called.

fire-free zones, The United States would
pledge to' cease combat operations in
a specified area if the Communists would
also observe a ceasefire. The plan’s suc-
cess in one area could lead to its gradual
extension throughout South Vietnam,
This approach would be easier for both
sides to accept than more comprehensive
peace plans. To minimize risks, the zones
for ceasefire would be chosen with the
advice of appropriate military author-
ities. Viethamization could continue and
our negotiating position would not neces-
sarily change in the early stages. The
Communists, on the other hand, could
acquiesce'in a limited fire-free zone with-
out any dramatic renunclation that
would be politically impossible for them.
Nevertheless, as the fire-free zones
were extended the nature of the con-
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flict would change, killing would dimin-
ish and local polifical agreements might
become possible. Ultimately the climate
for a geneéral settlement would improve.

To date the administration has at-
tempted to promote negotiations by si-
multaneously enhancing the allied mili-
tary positlon and making concessions in
our negotiating terms. Desighed as two
complementary tracts to a regolutions of
the conflict, this pedagogic approach
seems instead to have nullified itself. The
military activities entailed by Vietnami-
zation—and the resulting military ad-
vantages—have reduced the Communist
interest in negotiations. The bad boys
refuse to take their punishment grate-
fully. The Commumsts, moreover, have
also decided to Vietnamize the war in the
South—avoiding direct confrontation
with American forces--and have initi-
ated major new campaigns in Laos and
Cambodia. It seems clear, therefore, that
the atterapt to simultaneously blandish
and intimidate Hanoi has failed.

What is needed now is a new move
by the United States aimed at reducing
the scope of the fighting and thus im-
proving the climate for resumi ing serious
negotiations with the Corimuynists. Our
primary concern—as the President has
often stated—-is to protect our troops
during the coming period of relatively
rapid withdrawals, In recent months we
have defended our troops through pro-
tective reaction strikes in the North and
against the Cambodian sanctuaries. Now
1 propose we protect them by a combina-
tion of diplomatic overtures and military
stands. .

This cease-fire aproach, seeking an end
to the conflict, would as much as pos-
sible reform, renew and revitalize the
Vietnamization policy. Although the cur-
rent policy undoubtedly intends that
American participation should diminish,
it seems also to entail a conflict with
broader geographic scope, great politi-
cal polarization, and thus possibly a
greater U.S, stake in the outcome. With
American interests still so deeply in-
volved and the war continuing, to-
tal withdrawal_becomes unlikely.

The graduated cease- -fire program I
am proposing would be accompanied by
serious diplomatic ihitiatives. We should
begin by refurbishing the American del-
egation to the Paris peace talks, either
by conferring signal honor on the career
foreign service officers there or by nam-
ing a widely known team captain. Our
objectives should be to replace an ap-
proach which has seemed to tend toward
regional polarization, with an attempt
at neutralization.

We sbould attempt o create condi-
tions for negotiatipns among the inter-
ested parties in Vietnam, We cannot
conduct these negotiations for them. But
we can restrict the conflict as§ much as
possible to Vietnam and create the con-
ditions of American withdrawal under
which any settlement must endure. I be-
lieve thal a graduated cease-fire pro-
gram—fire free zones—such as I am pro-
posing today is one promising step in
this nece%sary process.

These measures in Vietnam and Paris
should be accompanied by an unflagging
effort in the Congress to assume its con-
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stxtutmnal responsibilities with relation
to the Vietnam war. In the near future
I hope there will be other new proposais
to engage both the President and the key
congressional commitises in a coopera-
tive effort to develop new legislation re-
garding troop withdrawals. A graduated
cease-fire in Vietnam, however, would
be a useful complement to all current
congresional proposals to end the war,
including programs for a comprehensive
stand still ceasefire throughout South
Vietnam. I hope that this limited initia-
tive will be closely appraised in the ex-
ecutive and that, regardles of division
on the nature of the settlement to be
pursued, the country zan unify behind
the principle that the killing must stop.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order the Chair recog-
nizes the junior Senator from South Da-
kota for a period of 15 minutes.

MCGOVERN—HAT;E‘IEI,D AMENDMENT
TO END THE WAR

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, on
April 29—the day before the Cambodian
invasion—I introduced with the cospon-
sorship of Senator HarrIELD a legislative
proposeal calling on the Congress to exer-
cise its constitutional prerogatives by
voting on a plan for the systematic with-
drawal of all U.S. forces from Indochins.
On May 5, Senators CraANSTON, GOODELL,
and Huceues after suggesting certain
modifications in the amendment, joined
as consponsors. Now the amendment has
256 Senators of both parties as cospon-
sors and numerous other Senators have
indicated their support.

We discussed with Majority Leader
MANSFIELD the means which should be
employed to bring this issue to a vote on
the Senate floor. He foresaw an orderly
procedure through which the Senats
would first consider the Church-Cooper
amendment, then the Mathias resolu-
tion repealing the Gulf  of Tonkin
resolution, then another resolution by
Senator Percy aimed at clarifying the
constitutional division of war powers
betweenn the executive and legislative
branches, and finally our so-called
amendment to end the war. In line with
this sequence, the majority leader urged
that instead of further delaying the mili-
tary sales bill, we should offer our pro-
posal.-as an amendment to the military
procurement authorization bill. I dis-
cussed this procedure with other Senate
leaders including the distinguished
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Senator STENNISE.

It was our feeling that this procedure
was appropriate both according to the
majority leader’s timetable and also from -
the standpoint of committee jurisdiction
since the bill to which we offered our
amendment contains funds for the pro-

,curem‘ent of military stupplies to be used

in the conflict in Indochina.

Today we are confronted with an at-
tempt to upset that process in defiance
of Senate traditions of common courtesy
and orderly procedure. The architects
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' THE PASSING OF DR. WILBERT
McLEOD CHAPMAN

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, very
few, if any, have left a more lasting mark
upon the U.S. business of ocean affairs
than Dr. Wilbért McLeod Chapman, who
passed away June 25, 1970.

From the beginning, his discpiline was
fisheries. He never really got very far
-away from it. But fish, for the most part,
were found in oceans, and Wib assumed a
position of leadership in this Nation’s
scale toward inner space.

I do not suppose he was always right.
I did not think so, I know. We found our-
selves often on opposite sides on various
issues, but I never really doubted his
honesty of conviction or his loyalty to the
interests he represented, or to the future
of the world oceans in general.

Wib was the kind of fellow who was not
easily put aside. Whether the forum was
my office or some kind of large formal
gathering, he had one of those booming
voices which commanded attention, May-
be he did not win every argument, but
there was never doubt that he had been
present.

People wanted him present at ocean
and fishery discussions. Even if they did
not ‘agree with him, it was recognized
and understood that the gathering would
be 1ncomp1ete without his presence.

In. the past month since Wib was
stricken, I have sent staff men from
the Commerce Commitiee to ocean and
fishery meetings. In each report I found
notation of the absence of Wib Chapman,
His absence was noted. He was never
forgotten. Nor will he be.

Wib started out in Kalama, Wash., in
1010, He attended the TUniversity of
Washington, graduated, and spent time
with the State’s Department of Fisheries,
he U.8, Bureau of Fisheries, the Inter-
wtlonal Fisheries Commission, and did

ther work as a fishery biologist. He came
ck to the university from World War IT
ere he had served in the South Pacific
ying to help some of the Islands sustain

roubled Waters,” in which Wib de-
sdr.ped his problems with the natives;
t wmostly with the Navy who was too
“fighting a war to pay much atten-
tipn to this professor and his fishing
effort. But Wib got around them, and

this was probably good practice as he

was later to choose the highest echelons
" of jour national defense-establishment in
. order that fish not be forgotten.

- After the war he went back to the Uni-
vetsity of Washington and became direc-
of the School of Fisheries. It’s a col-

lege now, and I am certain that he had

something to do with this, in addition to
giving the university a ﬁshery reputation
of worIc‘[ renown.,
Wib never stopped téaching. He threw
away his professor hat, came back to
represent fish in the State Department,
went on to do research and politic for
the American Tunaboat Association, and
eventually ended up with Van Camp
" 8eafoods, At the time of his death he was
director of maritie resources for the Rals-
ton-Purina Co., and ¢hairman of the Cal-

{fornia Advisory Commission on Marine

and Coastal Resources.
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After leaving the University of Wash-~
ington campus, there were no classrooms
around; no fresh students in which to
instill enthusiasm. But Wib knew a lot of
things he thought others ought to know
aboiut. So his classrooms were in peoples
mailboxes. I doubt if anyone around in
the fish or ocean business has escaped
his mailing list. His letters were not
short. They were mimeographed for the
most part, usually addressed to somebody
else, no matter if you knew them. Some-
how, to all of us, they were personal. And
from them people learned.

He told the fish people that this inner

space thing would mean something
someday. During the peak of outer space
emotion and wonder, Wib Chapman was
still calling attention to the unexplored
ocean canyons. He did not care much
whether a lot of people listened. Many
did.
+ Wib took a lot of interest in my na-
tional oceanographic bill a few years
back. He did not totally agree, but I do
not suppose Wib ever totally agreed with
much of anything anyone did. But it was
about oceans, and he supported it en-
thusiastically.

The law extending our fishery juris-
diction to 12 miles was another area of
disagreement. Wib thought it was a mis-
take, but when my bill became law he did
not worry. He just kept busy toward this
important goal for ocean development.

I think he was a happy man. I seldom
sew him angry. He had so-much enthu-
siasm: so much knowledge to impart that
he did not seem to have time to carry
grudges with people.

Wib was born in 1910. He was too
young to leave us, yet I doubt if many
can claim a bigger share of life. Had
there been a chance, he would have
argued to stay around, for I know he had
a lot of things to straighten out yet. But
his passing was peaceful. And his mark
will be an enduring one.

I sent a telegram to his wife, Mazie,
and his family, when I heard of his pass~
ing. Isaid:

Wib's passing will leave an emptiness'

eround the world whenever fish and ocean
people meet . .

That pretty well covers it. An empti-
ness which is not apt to be soon filled, if
aver,

AVERELL HARRIMAN SPEAKS ON

THE Vw WAR

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I wish
to share with Senators a speech given by
W. Averell Harriman in St. Louis on June
17 before the Business Executives Move
for Vietnam Peace.

As Governor Harriman points out at
the beginning of his text—and as his
audience so pointedly illustrated—op-
position to our policies in Vietham is no
fringe movement of the left. It is the
establishment itself-—businessmen, bank-
ers, professors, government workers—
who have come to recognize the damage
this conflict is doing to our country and
the urgency of liquidating our involve-
ment in Southeast Asia.

Governor Harriman holds out the
prospect that a conclusion of the war
could lead to closer relationships be-
tween the United States and Hanoi on
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the Yugoslav pattern, provided that we
now determine to end the war and not
simply continue it under the pretext of
Vietnamization.

‘We have been told—

He says—
that “our will and character” are being tested
in world opinton. That is not correct. What
is being tested is our judgment, our wisdom:
and our purpose.

I believe we would do well to heed the
proven judgment and enormous wisdom
contained in this excellent statement.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

A RESPONSIBLE END TO THE VIErNAM WAR

Our country faces today a clear-cut alter-
native—either ending the war in Vietnam or
intensifying the bitter conflicts here at
home. We see our abundani ahd prosperous
economy being undermined, inflation with
increasing unemployment, home bullding
grinding to a dangerous low. As thoughtful
a man as John Gardner speaks of our na-
tion “disintegrating.”

An outstanding business executive, Mr.
Thomas Watson, IBM Chairman testified be-
fore Congress last week, urging the end of
otur involvement in Vietnam. He said, “The
war in Vietnam is the major factor which has
turned our healthy economy into an un-
healthy one.” He added: *“The longer we
continue, the more chaotic the nation will
become.”

Another leading businessman, Mr. John T,
Connor, Chairman of Allied Chemical, also
testified the invasion of Cambodia “has pre-
cipitated a constitutional crisis of a most
serious nature.”

The Bank of America *President A, W.
Klausen has stated: “In my judgment, the
war In Vietnam 1is a tragic mnational mis-
take . .. a colossal one.” Chairman Louls B,
Lundborg concludes his testimony saying:
‘““There is only one way out of our current
dilemms and that 15 the elimination of the
war in Vietnam.”

Clark Clifford, President Truman’s Coun-
sel and former Secretary of Defense, has
recently written: “We cennot continue to
fight the war in Vietnam without doing
serlous and irreparable injury to our own
country.”

In addition, there have been strong state~
ments by a goodly array of labor leaders, who
have pointed out that the well-being of
working people is threatened by this futile
war,

Surely the time is overdue to end the war
in Vietnam and not to expand it into Cam-
bodia. No temporary military success now
claimed in Cambodia is worth the awful price
of expanding the war to another country, of
making political settlement far more difficult,
of increasing Red Chins’s influence in the
area, of sharpening the division among our
people here at home, and further loss of re-
spect for our people abroad.

What the military effect of the invasion
will be is not yet known, The Administration
lists booty captured in Cambodia. The eleven
million pounds of rice the President spoke of
1s worth less than one million dollars, and
rice is in plentiful supply in Cambodia, which
produces over five billlon pounds a year. The
arms captured are an infinitestimal fraction
of the production of the Soviet Union and
China. The governments of these countries
have made 1t clear they will replace any loss
and will support North Vietnam with all the
weapons needed.

But what {5 more ominous is the increased
Chinese involvement. At what point will the
Chinese Reds infroduce volunteers?
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Two weeks ago the President, in defending
hig decision to invade Cambodia, spoke nine
timeas about his concern for the lives and
security of American goldiers as his principal
reagon for this actlon, Surely the wny to save
the lives of our men is to get them out of
cormbat and not to expand it.

All .our troops should be withdrewn from
Vietnam on a prompt and fixed schedule as
proposed by Iforiner Secretary of Defense

- Clark Clifford in bis recent magazine article.

This will compel the Thieu government to
undertake seriously negotiations for a re~
sponsible settlement. He must bring into his
government the political elements desiring
peace and send to Paris a team willing and
cepable of negotiating with the NLF for a
compromise golution.

Of course, the FPresldent himself niust ap-~
point a high-level representative in Paris.
Untll he does, it is hard for people around
the worid to believe that Le 18 really inter-
ested in negotiations. If these actions are
taken on our side, I believe the other side
will join in serious negotiations,

Qur withdrawal should be responsibie, and
I believe that it can be—without celaying
the return of our troops, We helped set this
country on fire, and we mugt help put it out.
I am convinced that the other side will agree
to one point st least—that there will be no
repralsals by either side, with supervision by
an international body, Other lasues must be
subject to negotiation among the South
Vietnamese themselves,

In the many private discussions I had with
the North Vietnamcse in Paris, there is one
thing that I learned. They are fiercely nation-
allgtle. They particularly want to be in-
dependent of China. With this in mind, they
established friendly relations with the French
after the war with France ended, Now if our
war can be ended, they want simllar rela-
tions with the United States. Like Tito, they
recognize the need for an alternative w be-
ing compelled to rely on their powerful com-
munist neighbor.

I therefore believe that it {s important for
us to ¢ome to an understanding with JIanol.
We must recognize that the North Viet-
namese did not keep the Laos Agreement of
1962 for a single day and some understand-
ing must be reached which is to their in-
terest to keep for a period of years, If we are
to have peace in Southeast Asis, some un-
derstanding must be arrived at along the
lines of President Johnson’s Johns Hopkins
speech of April 1985 for the reconstruction
and cooperative development of Southesst
Asia with the participation of the North
Vietnamese,

Recent events have made this more diffi-
. cult, Peking has consistently taken a nega-
" tive positlon on a peaceful solution in. the
area, Peking’s influence, I belleve, was at Its
lowest point in 1988. However, the recent
Cambodian developments have increased
their position to a new high.

‘"We have been told that “our will and
character” are being tested in world opinion.
That 1s not correct. What is being tested is
our judgment, our wisdom and our purpcse.

Looking back, the immediate post-war
years when Harry Truman was President
were the most creative and constructive
period of American infiluence in the world. We
helped create the United Nations. We rallied
Western Europe and frustrated Stalin's de-
signs to expand his empire to the Atlantic.
Point IV, to give a helping hand to the under-
developed peoples, was conceived.

Yet at the same time President Truman was
taking these extraordinary initiatives, he
understood there were limits to our capa-
bilitles, In spite of criticism, he refrained
from becoming involved in thé civil war in
China. He stopped at the 38th parallel in
Korea agunst strong military pressure to ex-
pand ‘the war again to Nor Korea and
China., During that period we gained the re-
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spect and confldence of the peoples of the
free world.

We need desperately the same understand~
ing and restraint today which Harry Truman
showed twenty years ago.

Qur political objectives Iin Vietnam cannot
be achieved by military means. We can ex-
pand the war to include Cambodia, Laos,
North Vietnam and then China, and even the
Soviet Unlon, but this war cannot be won.
That is not the fault of the United States
but the nature of the problem that exists
there.

Unfortunately, this Administration refuses
to learn from the mistakes of the past or
to listen. They have closed their ears to out-
side opinion. The Administration is not con-
centrating its attention on negotiations but
rather on military action,

‘When the new Administration took over
in January of 1969, agreement had been
finally reached between the two sides to com-
mence negotiations for a peaceful settlement.
As publicly stated by Secretary of Defense
Clark Clifford, the first order of business
should be the reduction in the level of com-
bat and violence. We were encouraged to
bhelleve that progress in this direction could
he mave. In late October and early Novemher
the North Vietnamese had taken 90% of their
troops out of the northern two provinces of
I Corps, half of which had been withdrawn
above the 20th parallel—some two hundred
miles to the north. Fighting almost stopped
in this area which had been previously one
of the most active. Because of this, General
Abrams was able to take the Pirst Air
Cavalry Division from I Corps to the ITX
Corps, to strengthen our position there.

However, the mnew Administration per-
mitted President Thieu to pull the rug out
from under the negotiations. President Thieu
announced that he would not sit down in
the private meetings that had been arranged
for, although he knew full well that it was
only in the private meetings that any prog-
ress could be made. Two months later he
was finally persuaded to participate, but at
the same time he announced that he would
not in any eircumstance agree to a coalition
governnient or permit the NLF to become a
political party in Souta Vietnam. By then
the NL¥ refused to sit down privately with
his representatives. No progress has been
made In Paris since.

On April 20th, the President held out hope
that a “just peace” was in sight. Ten days
later the war was expanded. There seems to
be an idea that military blows can force the
other side to negotiate on cur terms. All our
past experience in Vietnam shows that this
is a delusion.

The Administration's program of Viet-
namization of the war is not in my opinion
& program for peace but is a program for the
perpetuation of the war. At best we can
only hope for a reduction of less than half
of our forces in South Vietnam two and a
half years after this Administration took
office. And after that there is no assurance
whether or when the balance of our forces
will be-withdrawn., The South Vietnamesa
troops are able to take on more of the load
of our combat troops, but there is no indi-
cation that they can continue to operate
successfully without American air, artillery
and logistic support.

Furthermore, the Vietnamization of the
war is dependent on an unpopular and re-
pressive military government. With all of
the military influence, President Thieu and
Vice President Ky got less than 35% of the
votes cast in 1967, whereas aver 809 of the
votes were cast for civiliah candidates who
had some kind of peace plank in their plat-
form. This election confirms the judgment
that the people of South Vietnam want peace
and not a continuation of the war.

While the Vietnamization plan has re-
duced the American casusalties, South Viet-
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namese casualties nre increasing, with up ro
800 killed a week and with many civilisn
casualties as well.

Our expansion of the war to Cambodia
meakes matters worse. We are told about the
number of enemy arms captured but naot
ahout the towns and villages destroyed and
the number of innccent Cambodian civilians
killed. Is this the way to seek an “honocrable”
peace?

The war must be ended to permit the ro-
direction of our material and human re-
sources expended in this tragic morass =
our urgent needs and to reunite our peopi:
now so deeply aroused and divided.

The concern of our young people and
others who feel they are not being listened
to and the misapplied patriotism of certain
speech-makers and others like the hard-hais
are tearing our nation apart. This latter
group is attempting to whip up emotionsi
support by using the American flag as their
symbol.

Let us remember the American flag was
the flag of our Revolution, a period of change
and progressa. It was not the fiag of the stand-
patters. We cannot now let demagogues, or
chauvinists, take patriotism and the Ameri-
can. flag as their exciusive banners. To me.
the true patriots are those dedicated to the
cause of honoring our high princlples of
equality and Justice to all here at home, and
those dedicate to the principles of being a
responsible Good Nexgrhbwm and the
leading standard-bearer of m in the
United Nations, :

Burely with our militar )
Vietnam ended, our voice 3 DA
Middle East would be sf'm ’
influential. o

This is a time of crisis, AR of us shoulc
decide how we can contri] _nost effec-
tively. It 1s easy to be destrmodive. I reject
the rock throwers and the butfters and those
who use violence and intindidadion,

I am heartened by the comstructive worl
the fine groups of studengs are doing ix
‘Washington in lobbying agalhst the wsr an:
the manner in which they gré orgaiizing 1
particlpate in this year's ®lsctions. Thei
examples has stimulated a’ thousand Wal
Street lawyers, some of them from the mos
conservative firms to go to Washington anc
from the steps of the Capital, urge the Con
gress to take action to stop the war,

I am héartened, too, that you businessnie.n
have gathered together here $a Baint Lougls
1o consider what you can do i thig time Of
diffculty. Join the ranks of those who ate
speaking out to end the war, As regponsihle
businessmen, your actions can be deeisive.

CBW—THE US. R%Gﬂﬁ

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, Prwiden&al
at the history of the Geneva prot:

‘plainly shows that this coursgery Has had

no reason for failing to ratify thes &rea'ty
either now orin 1925.

The protocol was first. propoged 1 at
Geneva by the head of the U.8. delega-
tion, Representative Theodors B. t’p:a
of Ohio, with the full supporst of: §
dent Coolidge and Secretsry of Stathe
Kellogg. We signed the treatyim June of
1925 but did not give it cormitieration in
the Senate until almost a year Ifér. By
then the chemical industries agd:Army
Chemical Service groups had- developed
strong interests against the protocal. The
protocol was never “defeated”; i6 Simply
never came to a vote. It sat in the For-
eign Relations Commiitee unift-Presi-
dent Truman withdrew all um'ltmed
treaties which had been subniitted prior
to 1941, .

On numerous occasions che Unitedl
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NEW YORK TIMES

SENATORS 81T010)
VOTE FOR REPEAL
OF TONKN ACTION

G.0.P. Secizes Initiative on
Resolution Johnson Used
as Basis for Wider War

HOUSE BACKING NEEDED

Doves Accuse. Republicans|
of Indulgivng in Crude and
Cynical Partisanship

By JOHN W. FINNEY
Spectlat to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, June 24 —
The Senate voted today in
favor of repeal of the 1964
Gulf of Tonkin resolution, once|
interpreted as the statutory|
equivalent of a declaration of
war in Vietnam.

The legal effect of the action,|
by a vote of 81 to 10, is prob-|.

ably minimal since the Nixon

Administration has stated that],
it is not relying on the resolu-|’
tion enacted at the request off

President Lyndon B. Johnson,
as authority for current policies
in Indochina. But the vote may
have marked a turning point in
the increasingly acerbic bick-
ering in the Senate over the
war.

Supporters of the Adminis-
tration had seized the initiative
from the Democratic leadership

by moving yesterday to repeal {:

the resolution and they threat-

ened similar tactics against]

amendments on Vietnam of-

fered by Senate doves. Thef

doves responded by accusing

the Republicans of indulging in
crude and cynical partisanship.|

Both Actions Speedy

The Tonkin Gulf resolution,|

which was often referred to
by President Johnson as Con-
gressional sanction for steppiig
‘wp the war in Vietnam, was

speedily passed Agprovset,

i

1964, after two Ametican de-

" a convergence of views be-

. bill before the Senate. The

.|set by President Nixon for
-[termination of the operation
i|there, The amendment has been
:|the focus of protracted Senate
.|debate on United States policy
.lin Indochina, particularly in re-
‘(lation to the President’s. powers
.jin wartime,

.|chance at repealing the resolu-
:Ition though a concurrent reso-
| lution, which does not require
s|the President’s signature.
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stroydts teportedly had come
under attack by North Viet
namese PT-boats. :

The resolution gave Congres-
sional support to the Presi-
dent’s determination to “take
all necessary measures” to pre-
vent further aggression in|
Southeast Asia.

The action on the résoiutioxi,' .

which had been adopted with|
two dissenting votes, was
taken by the Senate with al-
most equal speed after two
days of perfunctory debate.
Behind- the decision, which
must be concurred in by the
House of Representatives, was

tween hawks and doves.

To some senators, particu-
larly on the Republican side,
the resolution had become
meaningless, To others, par-
ticularly among the doves, the
Senate was acting against aj
grant of warmaking power to
the President. Still other sena-
tors were eager to vote for re-|
peal of a resolution that had
been used to justify an ex-
pansion of the war.

The repeal motion had been
offered by Senator Robert J.
Dole, a conservative Kansas
Republican, as an amendment
to the foreign military sales

Democratic  leadership had
planned a later measure sepa-

rately repealing the Tonkin'
resolution.

It is likely that the House!
will balk at accepting the mili-
tary sales bill—and thus also
reject repeal—particularly if
the bill contains the Cooper-
Church amendment restricting
future military operations in
Cambodia.

The bipartisan Cooper-Church
amendment to the military
sales bill would cut off ali
funds for American forces in;
Cambodia after July 1, the date;

In that case, the Democratic
leacdlership would get another

. the
.lvolume of imports would "
{|significantly rolled back ' ]
:|the level of 1969, thou
|contains a provision

i|for a higher level of imp

{the President can negot:
voluntary agreement witi

;supplying country,

The Ways and Means Com-
mittee, after it hears Mr. Stans,
will shortly begin closed-door
consideration of trade legisla-
tion and in particular, the
quota issue. A majority of
members of the House of
Representatives have already
endorsed bills imposing textile
quotas, If legislation is passed,
it would be the first important
trade bill in eight years.

The President of the Ameri-
can Textile Manufacturers In-
stitute, Donald F. McCullough,
said today: “These long and
fruitless negotiations have con-
vinced the textile industry that
the Japanese have no intention
to work out realistic agree-
ments and developments this
certainly confirm this. The Jap-
anese offered proposals this
week similar to those which
had previously been presented

/

and rejected by the United)’

States. At no time, to our
‘knowledge, did they appear
willing to actually negotiate on
.any meaningful basis.”

The refusal of Japan to nego-
tiate an agreement, despite
“generous concessions” by the
United States, Mr. McCullough
radded, “underscores the neces-
rsitv for legi<lation.”

Senator George McGovern, '
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who is a rp-e~cmeae~ nf the mave
to require that all American
forces be out of Vietnam by
mid-1971, took the floor to
assert that the Republicans
were engaging in “crude and
cynical partisanship” and were,
being contemptuous of the pro-
cedures of the Senate in pro-
posing to call up the matter
now with the purpose of de-
feating it, as Republicans have
threatened to do. i

By a 52-36 vote, the Senate
rejected a proposal by Senator
Jack Miller, Republican. of
Iowa, that would have elimi-
nated from the military sales bill
a Foreign Relations Committee
provision requiring countries
receiving American arms to put
up 50 per cent of the value in
local currencies, The money
would be used to finance edu-
cational and' cultural exchange
programs.

Democrat of South Dakota,




